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CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE RESERVE OUR commENTs on the new Legal Educa- 
tion Bill of Lord Selborne until it appears in print, but 
we must at once express our conviction that, in the inti- 
mation with which he concluded his speech on Tuesday 
evening, that it is not essential to the Bill that the in- 
stitution it proposes to establish shall be a teaching body, 
he has surrendered one of the most important objects at 
which the reformers of legal education have aimed. 
The surrender may be expedient, but is not the less 
matter for surprise. The theory upon which, as we have 
always understood, the proposals of the Legal Educa- 
tion Association have been based is, that up to a certain 
stage the instruction of persons intending to enter both 
branches of the profession may weil be carried on in 
common, and that instruction up to this stage should 
also be available to the general public. One leading 
ground on which the proposal for the creation of a gene- 
ral school of law has been advocated is the prospect that 
the union of the resources of both branches of the pro- 
fession would enable the very highest class of teachers 
to be obtained. Yet we find Lord Selborne intimating 
that he is prepared to give up these advantages, and the 
Lord Chancellor declaring that he is opposed to the 
idea of Parliament attempting to establish a school of 
law as a teaching body, because “it would paralyze all 
the efforts at teaching made by the Inns of Court and 
the Incorporated Law Society.” Is not that the 
very object of the proposed school of law? It is the 
inadequacy of the “efforts at teaching,’ which has led 
to the cry for a new system-which should supersede 
them. 





THe princrpte laid down by James, L.J., in Lx parte 
Cobb, In re Sediey (21 W. R. 777, L. R. Ch. 727), and 
recently explained by Mellish, L.J.,in Hx parte Gibbs 
(ante, p. 455), that a liquidating debtor shall not be 
allowed to appeal from an adverse decision of a first 
meeting of creditors, duly constituted, to a fresh first 
meeting, is so reasonable and convenient that we should 
regret to see it in any way shaken or evaded. The 
case of Lx parte Radcliffe, however, decided by the 
Chief Judge on Monday week, shows that under some 
circumstances, at any rate, it becomes possible for a 
debtor to obtain a fresh decision of his creditors 
on a resolution already rejected by the statutory 
majority at a first meeting duly constituted. The 
facts m the case were these: at the first meeting under 
a liquidation petition the debtor made an offer of a 
composition which was not approved by the necessary 
statutory majority (i.e. three-fourths in value) of the 
creditors, and was consequently rejected. A resolution 
to adjourn the meeting was then put, and was carried, 
by the proper majority (i.e, a simple majority in num. 
ber and value). The former resolution was not reduced to 
writing, or in any way recorded on the proceedings ; the 
latter resolution was duly filed. At the adjourned meeting 








thecreditors then assembled unanimously resolved to accept 
the debtor’s offer, and*this resolution was afterwards 
duly confirmed. The registrar refused to register the 
resolutions, on the ground that, the sense of the meeting 
having been once taken, and the offer having been re- 
jected, there was no power to renew it, and the judge of 
the county court affirmed this decision. The Chief 
Judge, however, thought that, by virtue of the provision 
of rule 275, that “ only such resolutions as are reduced 
into writing, and are signed by or on behalf of the 
statutory majority of the creditors assembled at a meet- 
ing, shall be taken cognizance of by the court,” he was 
precluded from having any regard to the first resolution. 
The words of the rule appear te be peremptory, and, 
assuming the decision to be correct, it will be necessary 
in similar cases that the opposing creditors should pass 
and sign a resolution specifically rejecting the debtor’s 
offer. 





WE ARE SURPRISED TO FIND so well informed a journal 
as the Economist referring to the case of Ex parte Dick, 
reported in the daily papers of April 28, as if the point 
raised there, whether an agreement between the vendors 
and a promoter was one which needed to be disclosed 
under section 38 of the Companies Act, 1367, was a new 
point. This point was, we believe, raised for the first 
time in Cornell v. Hay (21 W. R. 580, L. R. 8 C. P. 328); 
the plaintiff there not being one of the persons included 
in the benefit of the section, was unable to maintain his 
action, and it therefore became unnecessary to decide whe. 
ther the agreement complained of, which was an agree- 
ment by the promoters to present directors (the defend- 
ants,) with their qualification was an agreement within 
that section so as to make its omission froni the prospectus 
issued by the defendants fraudulent. The court, however, 
expressed an opinion adverse to the coatention of the 
defendants that the section only referred to agreements 
to which the company was to be a party, and would 
apparently have held, if necessary, that the agree- 
ment was within the section. In Charlton v. 
Hay (23 W. R. 130), the same question was again 
raised on the same agreement in the Queen's 
Bench, and, as the right plaintiff sued, it became neces- 
sary to decide it. The court held that the agreement 
was within the section, and overruled the demurrer; 
but notwithstanding this, when the case came on for 
trial before the Lord Chief Justice, he expressed a 
directly contrary opinion, and ruled in favour of the 
view which had been contended for by the defendants on 
the demurrer. In Gover’s case, In re Coal Economizing 
Gas Company (Weekly Notes, 1875, p. 69), before Bacon, 
V.C., the same point arose, but also an entirely new 
one. A shareholder, complaining of the omission from 
the prospectus of the company of an agreement by 
which a promoter of the company hal purchased the 
patent which the company was formed to work, and had 
agreed with the seller to form a company for the pur- 
pose of buying and working it, asked to have his name 
removed from the register, under section 35 of the 
Companies Act, 1862. Omitting any further comment on 
the case, and on the views developedin the observations 
of the learned Vice-Chancellor. the decision was that the 
alleged promoter was no promoter at all, so that the ap- 
plication of the section wholly failed, bat the Vice- 
Chancellor further expressed his opinion, apparently 
without being aware of the decisions at common law, 
that the agreement was not within the section, and that 
further, if it were, the section only gave a remedy against 
the persons issuing the prospectus, and not against the 
company. 

The same points again arose in Hx parte Dick before 
the Court of Exchequer, where the case was in substance 
identical with Gover's case, except that there was no 
doubt that the alleged promoter, who was to receive from 
the vendors a large proportion of the purchase-money 
which was to be obtained from the company, was with- 
out doubt a promoter in fact. In the face of the deci« 
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sion in the Common Pleas and Queen’s Bench it was not 
very strenuously contended that the agreement did not 
come within the 38th section, though some of the 
members of the court seemed inclined to doubt 
this. The main contention on the part of the 
company was that the section gave no _ redress 
against the company, but only against the individuals 
issuing the prospectus, and relying on Askew’s case 
(22 W. R. 833, L. R. 9 Ch. 664), it was contended 
that in a case of paid-up shares, so serious and doubtful 
a point ought not to be decided on a motion under sec- 
tion 35. The court acceded to the latter view; how 
far any members of it had formed any distinct opinion on 
the very important question, whether section 38 gives 
any remedy against the company, does not very clearly 
appear; and as the case had not been fully argued, the 
counsel for the company having been stopped very 
early in his argument, and the other side called upon, it 
was probably thought wiser not to express any opinion. 
That agreements of this nature are within the section we 
have always maintained, and as the law stands at present 
it must be taken that they are so, though the point is 
unquestionably not yet fully settled. But it need 
scarcely be pointed out how disastrous it would be to 
hold that a shareholder is at liberty to withdraw on such 
a ground, and how likely it would be to defeat the very 
purpose of the section. This latter point must be con- 
sidered as wholly unsettled, but the better opinion is, 
we venture to think, against this construction of the sec- 
tion. 





Ir appears that “the attention of the Government 
has been called” to the decision in Terry v. The 
Brighton Aquarium Company, on which we commented 
last week, and that although Mr. Cross cannot exactly 
undertake to “ bring in a Bill to repeal the Act 21 Geo. 
3, c. 49, so as to relieve the judges from the necessity of 
giving decisions which they publicly state to be un- 
reasonable,” he has caused an inquiry to be made “‘ as to 
how far the recent judgment would really take effect ’— 
an inquiry which it is much more easy to institute than 
to answer. The words of the statute ‘‘ public eutertain- 
ment or amusement,’ and “ publicly debating on any 
subject whatsoever,” are terms of the most comprehensive 
description. “It is not easy,’ -said the judges in 
Baxter v. Langley (17 W. R. 254, L.R. 4C. P. 24), “to 
define the exact meaning of the word ‘ entertainment’ ; 
but perhaps the two words ‘entertainment or amusement’ 
reflect light on each other.” 
whether“ a lecture on the higher branches of the pure 
mathematics would be an entertainment within the 
statute” the court laid down as clear that meetings for 
religious worship, however unorthodox, and although 
“diverting incidents or passages’ might be introduced, 
were not such entertainments. “The word entertain- 
ment,” said Pollock, C.B., in Taylor v. Oram (10 W. R. 
800, 21 L. J. M. C. 255), in which the court had to con- 
strue the words “ public refreshment, resort, and enter- 
tainment,” in 23 Vict. c. 27, “ has unquestionably an am- 
biguous meaning. . . . With reference to some Acts of 
Parliament, I should be strongly disposed to think the 
word meant amusement and gratification, of some sort 
other than food, meat, and drink.” For ourselves we 
have very little doubt that the words “‘ public entertain- 
ment or amusement” would include any attraction 
whatever, not being religious, for which the attracted 
chose to pay. 

Perhaps the inquiry might usefully be extended to 
other portions of our Sunday legislation, The old Acts 
(1 Eliz. c. 2 and 3 Jac. 1, ¢. 4), whereby persons not re- 
sorting to their parish church every Sunday may be fined 
twelve pence, were, no doubt, repealed by 9 & 10 Vict. 
c. 59; but the Act 29 Car. 2,¢. 7 (as to this provision 
still unrepealed), provides that “all the lawes enacted 
and in force concerning the observation of the Lord’s- 
May and repaireing to the church thereon be carefully putt 
in execution,” and it may, perhaps, be contended that the 


And after doubting ' 


repeal of the “lawes” themselves will not prevent this 
being done (see &. v. Smith, 21 W. R. 382, L. R. 8 QB. 
146, and &. v. Stock, 8 A. & E.405). Then, by 1 Car. 1 it 
is enacted that ‘‘there shall be no meetings, assemblies, 
or concourse of people out of their owne parishes on the 
Lord’s-day within this realm of England for any sports 
or pastimes whatsoever,” and that “every person offend- 
ing in the premises shall forfeit for every offence three 
shillings and fourpence,” to be levied by distress, and in 
default of such distress it is provided “ that the partie 
offending be set publiquelie in the stocks by the space of 
three hours.” And, by 3 Car. 1, c. 2, ‘‘no carrier with 
any horse . . . nor waggonmen with any waggon... 
nor waynemen with anie wayne .. . nor drovers with 
any cattell,” may “by themselves or any other” travell 
upon Sunday, on pain of forfeiting twentie shillings 
for every such offence.” Might not this be enforced 
| against Sunday goods trains? (see 2. v. Middleton, 3 
B. & C. 164; Railway Clauses Act, 1845, s. 89). 

Returning to 29 Car. 2, c. 7, we find that “ no person 
shall publicly cry, show forth, or expose to sale any 
wares, merchandises, herbs, goods, or chattels whatsoever” 
on Sunday, on pain of forfeiting the “ goods cryed.” 
Does not this apply to vendors of the Observer? It is 
true that the prosecutions of Mr. Bee Wright forced the 
Government of the day in 1871 to pass the Sunday Ob- 
servance Prosecution Act (34 & 34 Vict. c. 87), by which 
no prosecution under 29 Car. 2, c. 7, may be instituted, 
unless by the written consent of the chief officer of 
police, or of two justices, or a stipendiary magistrate. 
This temporary statute, by the Expiring Laws Con- 
tinuance Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 76), stands limited 
to expire on the 31st of December next. Perhaps the most 
practical mode of dealing with the subject would be to 
perpetuate the Sunday Observance Prosecutions Act, 
and to extend its operation to all the Sunday Acts still 
remaining in the Statute-book. 





A pectsion of the Master of the Rolls, reported in this 
week's issue of the Weekly Reporter, will be found in- 
teresting to solicitors who are concerned, or are likely to 
be concerned, on behalf of promoters of tramways. The 
method of obtaining powers to construct a tramway is 
laid down in the statute 33 & 34 Vict. c. 78. Shortly 
stated, itis as follows :—The promoters, who, if not them- 
selves the local authority specified in the Act, must 
have obtained the sanction of such authority to their 
undertaking, advertise their intention to apply to the 
Board of Trade for “ a provisional order” authorizing the 
construction of the tramway, and they deposit plans, &c., 
with the clerk of the peace, and with the Board of 
Trade. When all this has been done, the Board of Trade 
grants, or declines to grant, a provisional order; andif 
itis granted, it may be with such modifications as the 
Board of Trade chooses to make. A provisional order is 
of no force until it is confirned by Parliament; and to 
obtain such confirmation, the Board of Trade introduces 
a Bill, with the provisional orders granted set out in 
the schedule. This Bill may be petitioned against with 
respect to any provisional order comprised in it; and 
the petitioner may appear and oppose, as in the case 
of a Bill for a special Act. It will be seen 
that the whole proceeding, so far as relates to the duties 
of the promoters’ solicitors, bears a strong resemblance 
to the process necessary for obtaining a special Act, with 
this important exception, that it is the Board of Trade 
who bring the Bill before Parliament, and not the pro- 
moters. This being so, the question has arisen whether 
the costs of obtaining a provisional order, which, by sec- 
tion 11 of the Act, are to be paid by the promoters, are 
or are not taxable according to the parliamentary scale. 
It seems that in some instances the taxing officers of the 
House of Lords have taxed the costs on the scale a 
cable to parliamentary proceedings; but in In re Morley, 
the case to which we have referred, the Master of the 
Kolls held that this was an error, and that in fact the 
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taxing officers of the Lords had no right to tax these costs 
atall. The point is perhaps hardly so free from diffi. 
culty as the Master of the Rolls seemed to treat it. The 
Legislature must be assumed to have known, when pass- 
ing the Tramways Act, that the proceedings for obtaining 
special Acts, which it in a great measure adopted for the 
purposes of the Act under its consideration, were remu- 
nerated according to a certain scale; and it might be 
contended that if it said nothing about the scale of re- 
muneration, the old scale was to apply. We would not, 
however, be understood as questioning the correctness of 
the learned judge's decision, based as it is on arguments 
of very great weight. 





AMONG THE AMENDMENTS which the Duke of Richmond 
proposes to insert on report in the Agricultural Holdiugs 
Bill is one to which attention should be drawn. Clause 
14 of the Bill enables the landlord to obtain compensa- 
tion “where a tenant commits or permits waste 
diminishing the letting value of the holding.” It is now 
proposed to leave out the words in italics, and to in- 
sert in their stead the following: “or commits a 
breach of a covenant or other agreement connected with 
the contract of tenancy.” This would appear, at first 
sight, to be intended to give a landlord compensation for 
waste of every kind, and to place in his hands a cheap 
and easy mode of obtaining reparation for breaches of 
covenants. But the next clause limits the amount of 
the landlord’s compensation to “a capital sum fairly re- 
presenting the diminution of the letting value of the 
holding” at the determination of the tenancy; so that 
it will be necessary for him to show that the waste or 
breach of covenant has resulted in a diminution of the 
“letting value” —whatever that term may mean. The 
provision, originally in the Bill, that certain specified 
“acts and things shall be deemed waste diminishing the 
letting value of the holding” has disappeared from it, 
and it really appears that nothing short of the most 
outrageous waste on the part of the tenant will now 
render him liable under the Act to pay compensation to 
his landlord. 

Among other alterations it is proposed to amend clause 
30 by enabling the county court judge to state a case 
for the opinion of the High Court, and a few words are 
to be added to the clause relating to notice to quit, 
excluding its operation in case of the tenant’s bank- 
ruptcy. A new clause is proposed to meet the case, to 
which we drew attention last week, of a tricky tenant’s 
accelerating his claim to compensation by getting the 
tenancy determined by his act or default. In this case 
the landlord, instead of at once’ paying to the tenant 
the compensation, is to have it charged, in favour 
of the tenant, on the holding, by such instalments 
as the court may think fit. We must add that 
the absurd provision to which we referred last week, 
which appeared on the notice paper as to be proposed by 
the Duke of Richmond, that the Act is only to apply in 
the absence of any contract in writing between landlord 
and tenant, bas been revised in committee, and the clause 
now makes the Act applicable subject to uny such con- 
tract. 





A return, moved for by Lord Selborne, of all the 
appeals from the Court of Chancery to the House of 
Lords during the years 1869—1874, in which the costs 
of any party were taxed by the proper officer of the 
House, and of the amount of such taxed costs, and also 
of the custs taxed under the order of the court in the 
same cases in the court below, affords a means of testing 
the current statements as to the enormous expense of 
appeals to the highest tribunal. The return, it is trae, 
is imperfect as ® means of comparison, inasmuch as in 
only two of the cases before the court below were costs 
of appeal ordered, but the taxed costs in all the cases 
before the House of Lords are stated, ‘They range from 





£200 14s. 5d. in Henderson v. London and South-Westera 
Railway Company, in 1870, to £1,248 15s. 9d. in the 
heavy case of Neilson v. Betts in1871. The costs in the 
Court of Appeal in Chancery in this last case were only 
£780 3s. 4d., yet the fees to counsel were heavier, by £66, 
than those paid on the final hearing. But while the cost 
of preparing the briefs in the lower court was only £35 6:., 
the costof preparingand printing the case and appendix for 
the House of Lords amounted to noless than £433 12s. 10d. 
So also in Earl Beauchamp v. Winn, in 1873, where the 
costs in the court below were taxed at £400 0s. 2d., but 
those in the House of Lordsat £1,248 5s. Td., the briefs 
cost £24 14s.4d.,and the case and appendix £302 12s. 8d. 
In this case, however, counsels’ fees rose from £341 19s. 
in the lower court to £811 1s. in the higher. And in 
Attorney-General v. Cambridge Corporation, in 1873, 
the costs of the appeal to the Lords Justices amounted 
to £191 11s. 8d., of which the briefs came to £9 13s. 4d., 
while the costs of appeal to the Lords were £587 10s. 9d., 
of which £189 33. 4d. represents the cost of preparing 
and printing the case and appendix. It is tolerably 
obvious that if these latter items could be reduced the 
€osts of appeals to the Lords would present a much less 
unfavourable contrast to those of appeals to the Lords 
Justices. 





THE NEW county cotrr supscE for Circuit No. 7 
(Cheshire and Lancashire) is announced to be Mr. W. 
Wynne Ffoulkes. It appears from the Law List that 
Mr. Ffoulkes was called to the bar in Michaelmas Term, 
1847 ; that he resides at Chester; that he practises as a 
conveyancer ; that he is a member of the North Wales Cir- 
cuit; and that he attends the Cheshire and Knutsford 
Sessions. We have been unable to learn anything 
further as to the qualifications of the new judge; but we 
are willing to believe that he may be most fit for the 
office. We may he permitted, however, to doubt the 
expediency of appointing as county court judges local 
practitioners resident within a short distance of the dis- 
trict over which they are to have jurisdiction. The local 
knowledge they may possess is an advautage likely to be 
more than counterbalanced by the suspicions of par- 
tiality to which they are exposed. 








RIPARIAN RIGHTS OF WATER. 


Tue case of Holker v. Porritt (23 W. R. 400, L. R. 10 

Ex. 59), recently decided in the Exchequer Chamber, in- 
volved several considerations of interest and difficulty 

with regard to the right of landowners to the flow of 
water. The law with respect to the nature of the right of 
a riparian owner to the flow of water in a natural stream 

has only in comparatively recent times been finally and 
distinctly placed upon a correct basis. To some extent 

it seems to have been supposed in former times that the 

right to the flow of water in a natural stream depended 
upon occupation and was in the nature of a prescriptive 

easement. This idea is now entirely exploded, and the 

law is well settled that the right to have a stream running 
in itsaccustomed course does not arise by prescription but 
jure nature, and of common right as a natural ordinary 

incident of property. The right of the riparian owner is 
usually stated to be to take a certain reasonable amount 

of the water for domestic purposes and for his cattle. 

He may also employ the tlow of the water for his own- 
purposes in any way which does not interfere with the 

natural rights of the lower proprietors, as for the pur- 

poses of a mill or irrigation. 

So far the natwre of the right is intelligible enough, 
but a difficulty has arisen with respect to the incidents 
of such an interest which led, in the case of The 
Stockport Waterworks Company v. Potter (3 H. & C, 
300), to a division of opinion in the Court of Exchequer, 
The question which arose, or was assumed to arise, in 
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that case was whether the right of the riparian owner to 
the use of the water could be disannexed by him from 
the ownership of the bank, and granted away in con- 
junction with other land or in gross. Bramwell, B., held 
that it could, while Pollock, C.B., and Channell, B., 
were of the contrary opinion. The reason given by 
the majority, and which, until a court of error 
lays down any other rule, must be considered to represent 
the law, is that the right of the riparian proprietor is 
purely accessorial and eannot subsist as a separate right 
of property apart from the bank. It is not denied 
that.as between grantee and grantor the right may sub- 
sist, but it is contended that the grantee cannot maintain 
any action against a third party based upon the right. 
The right of the riparian proprietor, in fact, depends upon 
the right of access to the stream. This is, in truth, an ex- 
pansion of the doctrine thatitis juve nature. Itis anatural 
right, and cannot be converted into an artificial one by 
being disannexed from that to which it naturally is ap- 
purtenant. 

Now it appears to us that the decision in the 
Stockport Waterworks case, so far as it is supposed to turn 
on this doctrine, is not thoroughly satisfactory, because 
it does not proceed on a general consideration of the law 
as regards accessory rights of a nature similar to the 
riparian proprietor’s rights. The case that was relied on 
in argument and in the judgment of the majority (Hill v. 
Tupper, 11 W.R. 784, 2 H. & C. 121) bore no real analogy 
to the case in hand, and it is surprising that any accurate 
mind can have supposed it to be in point. Itis there held 
that the grantee of the exclusive rightof rowing pleasure 
boats on a canal cannot sue third partiesfor an infringe- 
ment of his right. But there does not exist in such a case 
any corporeal subject of the right apart from the owner- 
ship of the land. The right to row boats on the canal 
which the owner of the soil of the canal possesses is the 
same as the right of the owner of apy soil to do anything 
he likes on it, subject to the rights of his neighbours— 
€.g., to dance on it. If another person comes and dances 
on it, the owner sues him, not for disturbance of a right 
of dancing, but for trespass. It is no doubt true that the 
owner's general right of enjoyment.and possession cannot 
be broken up into any number of separate rights of doing 
the individual things on the soil which are included in 
such general right of possession and enjéyment. To such 
a case as this the arguments employed in Keppel v. Bailey 
(2 My. & K. 516) apply. Such a power of granting would 
disannex the beneficial rights of ownership from theactual 
ownershipof the soil, thereby rendering land subject to all 
manner of intricate, uncertain, and unknown incidents. 
There is nosuch analogy between a case of this kind and the 
Stockport Waterworks case as to make one an authority to 
govern the other. The true analogy is with other cases 
in which there is a corporeally existing subject of seve- 
rance, such as the right to take fishes or game. Game is 
an incident merely of the soil, and so is the right of fish- 
ing, apart from the existence, of a free fishery or other 
franchise. Many other instances of a profit d prendre 
might probably be given. Unless it is denied that any 
accessorial right of this nature can be severed, so as to 
subsist as a separate estate in the hands of a grantee, what 
peculiarity is there about the right to water of a riparian 
owner preventing it from being severed ? Bramwell, B., 
the dissentient judge, refers to this in his judgment in 

futtall v. Bracewell (1. R. 2 Ex. 11). No question of 
this sort can properly be dealt with unless the law on all 
analogous subjects be duly considered. As it is, the 
- Judgment in the case of the Stockport Waterworks Com- 
pony half stands on a supposed principle that an access- 
ory cannot be separated from its principal, and half on 
supposed considerations of convenience applying to water 
rights only. 7 
The truth is that such supposed principles as that che 
cannot be separated from its principal are of 
very little value, though they have a certain seductiveness. 
The whole question, when reasoned out, is one of con- 
venience. The two considerations opposed in such a case 





are on the one side the inconvenience of unascertainable. 
and fiuctuaiing rights over land, and the advantage that 
corporeal possession of the actual soil should imply com. 
plete beneficial ownership; and on the other the advan- 
tages of freedom and flexibility in dealing with property 
in land and all its valuable accessories ina manner suited. 
to the changing exigencies of individual circumstances and. 
requirements. Ifin the case of riparian rights of water the 
capability of assignment without the riparian tenement 
can be fairly shown to be so inconvenient as to render it 
undesirable that it should exist, then it seems to us that 
the principle supposed to be established by the Stockport 
Waterworks case is right. We have some difficalty in 
perceiving that the supposed inconvenience is so very 
great. The rights of the riparian proprieter will be the 
exact measure of the rights of his grantee. The right 
of the riparian proprietor is to a certain enjoyment of 
the water for the reasonable purposes of his tenement, 
and of which such purposes afford the measure. He 
cannot altogether abstract more than a certain reasonable: 
quantity of. the water, and though he may make use 
of the flow, he must return it substantially undiminished 
to the next owner below. Now suppose an estate 
fronting toa stream divided into two, of which Blackacre: 
lies next the stream, and Whiteacre behind it. What 
conceivable difficulty in the shape of inconvenience. is- 
there to prevent the owner of Whiteacre being’ 


given the same riparian rights as existed when * 
the estate was one? The obligation on,the part of the ~ 


riparian owner to return the water again substantially’ 
undiminished and in a pure condition to the owner 
immediately below seems to provide sufficiently against. 
any very wide and unascertainable rights being created, 
by him, sych as were suggested by Channell, B., ‘in, 
Nuttall v. Bracewell. 2 

We doubt, therefore, whether either of the grounds om 
which the decision in the Stockport case was rested 
affords a firm footing, and the moat cririous ‘felttute, 
about that case isthat veither of the principlessupposed to 
be laid down by it was really necessary for its decision. 
Tt could not, surely, be that the right to divert a large: 
quantity of water for the consumption of a town could 
be a right incident jure nature to a riparian proprietor. 
The question, therefore, of the possibility of assigning 
a riparian right without the bank could not be really 
material. Kelly, C.B., seems to have appre iated the 
true effect of the Stockport case in his Jw gment in 
Holker v. Porritt in the court below, (21 y. R. 414, 
L. R. 8 Ex. 115), when he says that in the Stockport 
case, “it was not the taking by a riparian proprietor 
out of a stream for his own purposes, but the making’ 
of a new stream and carrying away the water in immense 
quantities for consumption elsewhere, the’ water never 
being returned into the same stream, but being taken to 
a place where the person taking it claimed to apply it 
entirely to his own purposes.” 

Both in Nuttall v. Bracewell and Holker v. Porritt (a 
the court below) another doctrine was applied which had, 
been suggested in the Stockport case, viz., that when there 
had been what amounted to a diversion of the stream into 
two courses, the grantee of Jand on the new artificial course 
might have riparian rights. In the caseof Holker v. Porritt 
the Exchequer Chamber subsequently held, however (25- 
W. R. 400, L. R. 10 Ex. 59) that this doctrine need not be 
resorted toe, and that the easeavns.one of mere prescriptive 
right to have water diverted from a stream to certain 
land. a wig’ 

We must say that this judgment .raises, great, diffi. 
culty in opr mind. It is stated to be perfectly reconcila- 
ble with the judgment in, the Stochpgrt case ; but one of 
the points decided in that case, and that which, if we are 
correct, must be taken to.form the real ratio decidendi,. 
was that by diversion of water for any length of time t@ 
a tenement not abutting on the stream, no easement cat 
be gained to have pure water flow down th@ataeam to the 
point of abstraction. The ground given intnat the upper 
proprietor has no power of interfering to prevent the 
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acquisition of such right. He is not affected by any 
amount of water abstracted, though the proprietor below 
may be. No doubt, in the Stockport case, the action was 
for fouling the water, whereas in Holker v. Porritt it was 
for obstructing the flow. But we fail to see any distinc- 
tion in this. In both cases the. priuciple would apply 
that no prescriptive right can be gained against a person 
unaffected by the enjoyment of the right. The Stockport 
case must go the length of saying that no right in respect 
of the water can really arise by prescription in favour of 
a lower proprietor against an upper proprietor, because 
when once the water has passed the upper proprietor it 
is nothing to him what becomes of it. The right to 
divert water becomes a prescriptive right only as against 
those lower down on the stream. We do not feel quite 
sure that this is correct in principle. It is admitted that 
the obstructing the water or fouling it would have been 
a wrong as against the lower riparian proprietor. Can- 
not the lower non-riparian proprietor who has acquired 
by prescription the right to divert as against the 
lower riparian. proprietor be considered as having 
acquired by such prescription the right of the lower 
riparian proprietor as against the upper proprietor ? 
There cannot be gained by prescription a right as 
against him not to have the water obstructed, but is it 
properly a question of prescription as against the upper 
proprietor at all? Is there any need for the acquisition 
of a prescription against the upper proprietor? Might 
it not be said that he is bound to let the water flow in its 
pure state apart from any prescription; the lower non- 
riparian proprietor is injured by his wrongful acts in foul- 
ing the water or obstructing it, because by prescription 
as against the lower riparian owner he has obtained the 
rights of such lower riparian owner. In other words, he 
has acquired, by prescription, the right to stand in the 
shoes of the lower riparian owner. The answer to any 
supposed hardship as to the extension of the wrongdoer’s 
liability for damages seems t2 be that he need not commit 
the wrongful act unless he likes, and also that this artificial 
increase of the injurious consequences of a wrongful act 
is what everybody is subjected to, without having any 
voice in the matter, by his neighbours’ dealings with their 
property. 

We do not pretend that this view is free from difficulty; 
nor do we put it forward as more than a suggestion upon 
a subject on which, as it seems to us, the cases are hope- 
lessly irreconcilable. We may perhaps return hereafter 
to the consideration of some other possible solutions of 
the difficulty. 








MORTGAGES OF LEASEHOLDS WITH 
TENANTS FIXTURES. 

‘Tue decision of the House of Lords in the case of Meux 
v. Jucobs (reported in this week's issue of the Weekly 
Reporter) is to be regarded rather as confirmatory of 
certain doctrines which had already been somewhat 
doubtfully laid down than as the enunciation of any new 
doctrines upon the subject, The case was presented at 
some disadvantage to the Master of the Rolls, owing, as 
we understand, to the sudden illness of a managing 
clerk, and the proceedings before the House of Lords 
amounted rather to a correcting of the misapprehensions 
upon which his honour’s decision was based, than to a 
review of that decision in the ordinary sense of the term, 
The case of objects annexed to the realty presents 
comparatively simple questions to the practitioner, where 
the ownership of those objects and the ownership of the 
freehold are combined in one and the same_ person, 
Where the frechold, with various objects annexed, 
including such as between landlord and tenant would be 
removable, is transferred, either by act of law or by 
purchase, the simple question arises what objects are 
legally annexed so as to bo identified with the freehold 
in the transfer. Where, however, the person to whom 
the “ fixtures” belong has only a limited interest in the 


{ 





land, more complicated questions arise. Such fixtures 
while annexed are neither personalty nor realty, but 
partake of the nature of both. For example, it seems 
they are not goods within the 17th section of the Statute 
of Frauds (Hullen v. Runder, 1 C. M. & R. 266}, but on 
the other hand they are subject to seizure and sale 
under a writ of ji. fu. (Pvole’s case, 1 Salk. 368). 
This question, therefore, naturally presented itself :— 
When a leasehold is mortgaged, and the fixtures are not 
expressly included in the security, is their analogy to 
fixtures which become part of the realty or their re- 
semblance to personal chattels to be regarded in deter- 
mining the rights of the mortgagee as against the mort- 

gor and persons claiming through him? On principle 
it is difficult to see why they should form an exception 
to the rule laid down with reference to fixtures annexed 
to freehold premises, namely, that they will pass by an 
assignment of the premises if there is nothing to inditate 
a contrary intention (Colegrave v. Dias Santos, 2 B. & C. 
76). Butin some of the earlier cases it seems to have 
been supposed that some evidence of intention was neces- 
sary to make them pass. Thus in Ex parte Loyd (3 D. EC. 
765, decided in 1834) the security of equitable mortgagees 
of leaseholds was held to extend to fixtures, though not 
expressly included in the memorandum of deposit, but 
the court relied upon evidence of intention, upon the 
face of the memorandum, to include the fixtures in the 
security. In Ex parte Broadwood (1 M. D. & D. 631, 
decided in 1841), where there was a mortgage by deposit 
of a lease, with a memorandum specifying only a part of 
the tenant's fixtures, some of which were erected after 
the deposit, Sir John Cross, C.J., held that all the fix- 
tures passed to the mortgafee, and the learned judge 
appears to have arrived at that conclusion irrespective 
of any evidence of intention. But in Ex parte Bentley 
(2 M. D. & D. 591, decided in 1842) the same learned 
judge treated it as an open question whether evidence of 
intention was necessary, and decided upon there being at 
ail events such evidence in the case then before him ; in- 
asmuch as the amount secured was greater than the value 
of the leaseholds without the fixtures, and about equiva- 
lent to: the value of the leaseholds and fixtures taken 
together. In that case, moreover, the instra- 
ment creating the security contained the word 
“appurtenances,” «a circumstance which was re- 
lied upon in the argument of the subsequent case of 
Ex parte Tagart (De G. 531). In that case, decided in 
1847, Knight-Bruce, C.J.,* decided that in an equitable 
mortgage of leaseholds by deposit of deeds, accompanied 
by a memorandum, the security extended to fixtures, 
though not expressly included. In delivering judgment 
he does not appear to have made any reference to evi- 
dence of intention to include fixtures, although as a fact 
the memorandum of deposit contained an agreement to 
execute a legal mortgage of the premises with their 
“ appurtenances,” and this circumstance was relied on in 
argument as bringing the case more precisely within the 
facts of Ex parte Bentley. In Ex parte Cowell (12 Jur. 
411, decided in the following year), the same learned 
judge again held that tenant’s fixtures were included 
in an equitable mortgage by deposit, although not men- 
tioned in the memorandum, and no reliance appears to 
have been placed on any intention to include them. In 
Williams vy. Evans @Q3 Beay, 239, decided in 1856) the 
late Muster of the Rolls held that under an equitable 
mortgage by deposit of a lease, without any memoran- 
dum, and apparently without any evidence of intention, 
the tenant's fixtures on the premises passed to the mort- 
Hagee, 

It will be scen that upon the above cases, although the 
doctrine that tenant's fixtures would be included in the 
mortgage, whether legal or equitable, of leaseholds, with- 
out being expressly included, might be regarded as 
established ; yet the necessity in such a case of evidence 
of intention to include fixtures was a question not quite 
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free from doubt. In Ew parte Astbury (17 W. R. 
997, L. R. 4 Ch. 630, decided in 1869) Giffard, L.J., 
pleces the tacit including of fixtures in the mortgage of 
leasehold upon the same broad doctrine which governs 
the case of objects annexed to freehold, viz., the doctrine 
accessio cedit principali. His lordship says (p. 637), 
“‘T cannot agree to the suggestion of Mr. Jessel that 
because the mortgagor in this case was a leaseholder, 
and not a freeholder, the articles which are fixtures 
will not pass to the mortgagee. Whether he is a free- 
holder or a leaseholder, the same rule clearly and indu- 
bitably would apply, and the only question is whether 
the straightening plates and weighing machines are fix- 
tures.” In Meux v. Jacobs the judgments of the 
majority of their lordships (viz., Lord Cairns, C., Lord 
Chelmsford, and Lord Selborne) are delivered upon the 
same general ground, and although Lord Hatherley 
pointedly directs attention to the presence of evidence 
‘that the fixtures were intended to be included in the 
security, yet his lordship’s judgment is not inconsistent 
‘with the ground taken by the rest of their lordships, 
and’ it may now, we think, be regarded as settled that, 
unless there is evidence of a contrary intention, tenants’ 
fixtures, though not expressly included, form part of the 
mortgagee’s security under a mortgage of leaseholds, 
whether the mortgage be legal or equitable, and whether 
the fixtures are annexed before or after the date of the 
ynortgage. 








Recent BDectsians. 


COMMON LAW. 
CoMPENSATION, 


Metropolitan Board of Works v. McCarthy, H.L., 23 
W. R. 115, L. R. 7 H. L. 243. 


Tais case will, we believe, on a careful consideration of 
the facts and the grounds of decision, prove a useful 
guide in the much vexed region of controversy which 
relates to compensation, under section 68 of the Lands 
Clanses Act, for the “ injurious affecting” of lands. We 
need state no more of the facts than that by the works 
of the Thames Embankment the Metropolitan Board had 
destroyed a public draw dock, in which the plaintiff had 
no wore peculiar interest than this, that his premises 
svere distant from it only twenty feet, the width of a 
public road which separated them from it. The question 
was whether this was matter for compensation, and in 
Affirming the plaintiffs right (which had been upheld 
both by the Common Pleas and the Exchequer Chamber) 
severe of the noble and learned lords adopted the defini- 
tion given in argument by Mr. Thesiger; which the Lord 
Chancellor stated in the following terms :— That when 
by the construction of works there is a physical inter- 
ference with any right, public or private, which the owners 
or occupiers of property are by law entitled to make 
use of, in connection with such property, and which right 
gives an additional market value to such property, apart 
from the uses to which any particular owner or occupier 
might put it, there is a title to compensation if, by 
reason of such interference, the property, as a property, 
is lessened in value.” To this Lord Chelmsford added 
as a“ necessary qualification,’ that, “where the right 
which the owner of the house is entitled to exercise is 
one which he possesses in common with the public, there 
must be something peculiar to the right in its connec- 
tion with the house to distinguish it from that which 
js enjoyed by the rest of the world”; and Lord 
Penzance’s judgment was principally occupied in 
iliustrating the nature of that proximity to the place 
where the public right is exercised which will distinguish 
one property from another, and the owner of one prop- 
exty from all others exercising a similar right, but under 
Aifferent conditions of fact. We shall content ourselves 
with recording the observations above quoted with only 





the following remarks:—In the first place we must 
direct attention to the words “ physical interference with 
a right,” which we understand to mean interference with 
the physical condition of some place over which the 
right is exercised. In the second place it is to be ob- 
served that the case must be taken as in some degree 
qualifying what was said in the case of Caledonian Rail. 
way Company v. Ogilvy (2 Macq. 229), or at least show. 
ing that if in such a case as that it could be shown that 
the claimant, by reason of a special use of the road “ in 
connection ” with his house, was more injured than any 
other of the public, and in such a way that the market- 
able value of his house was permanently depreciated, he 
might claim compensation. In the third place, the im- 
portance of the words “apart from the uses to which 
any particular owner or occupier might put it” must be 
noticed ; they amount, it seems, to this, that in the case 
of interference with public rights you must consider first 
what is the nature of that place which is actually and 
physically interfered with, and what are the uses 
which the public are entitled to exercise over it; next, 
what is the proximity, that is the proximity of access by 
right, which the claimant’s property has to that thing; 
and thirdly, discarding the consideration of what the 
claimant’s property is actually used for, except as an 
illustration of what it may profitably be used for, what 
is the loss to the property in its marketable value by 
reason of the interference with the rightful use in ques- 
tion ? 


Surerrivous Lanp. 
Great Western Railway Company v. May, H.L., 23 W.R- 
141, L. R. 7 H. L. 283. 


This decision (affirming the judgment of the Queen’s 
Bench and Excheauer Chamber), though perfectly clear 
in itself, is useful for the general discussion of the sub- 
ject which the Lord Chancellor’s judgment affords, Lord 
Cairns enumerates four kinds of “ superfluous” Jand. 
First, land taken compulsorily under an excessive esti- 
mate; second, land forming part of premises of which 


‘ the company are compelled to take the whole; third, 


land taken for works since abandoned ; and fourth, land 
taken for temporary purposes which have ceased. In 
May's case the land clearly belonged to the fourth class. 
At the end of the ten years, the time when, as Lord 
Cairns said, “ the question of fact was to be determined,” 


' the temporary use had already ceased (see 17 8. J. 457). 


Marniep Woman. 


Laporte v. Cosstick, Q.B., 23 W. R. 131; Ramsden v. 
Brearley, Q.B., 23 W. K. 294, L. R. 10 Q. B. 147. 


The effect of the case of Laporte v. Cosstick is best 
expressed by the words of Lush,.J.: “To bring a case 
within the [Married Women’s Property Act, 1870, s. 1] 
I agree that there need not be a visible separation. The 
husband and wife may live together, but the business 
must be separately carried on,” an essential element of 
which separate carrying on is, according to Blackburn, J., 
that the husband shall not be a party to the business 
contracts. This is the plain and inevitable construction 
of the Act. “If the husband,” says Blackburn, J., “ had 
been living in adultery with a woman instead of living 
with his wife, he would have been liable as a partner.” 
To have decided otherwise would have been in effect to 
add to the word “ separately ” in the Act the words “ or 
in partnership with her husband,” words which, if they 
existed, would lead to very remarkable results. 

In Ramsden v. Brearley the court had to put @ con- 
struction on the 21st section of 20 & 21 Vict. ¢. 85, which 
puts a married woman under a protection order in “ the 
like position in all respects, with regard to property and 
contracts and suing and being sued,” as if she had ob- 
tained a decree of judicial separation. It was contended 
that the words “ suing and being sued” related only to 
property and contracts, and that a woman under @ pro- 
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tection order conld not maintain an action for libel; bu 
it was held that the words were not to be so restricted, 
and that her powers were in all respects the same as those 
conferred by section 26. 

A somewhat simiiar attempt was made in Simmons v. 
City Bank (L. R. 9 C. P. 580) to cut down the provisions 
of section 11 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1870, 
by limiting the right of a married woman under that 
section to suits for the mere recovery of property, but the 
court allowed the maintenance of an action by a married 
woman against her bankers, not only for dishonouring her 
cheques, but for negligence in presenting and in giving 
due notice of the dishonour of bills of exchange entrusted 
to them for collection; and it seems to have been the 
opinion of one member of the court at least, that she 
might maintain under that section an action for a libel 
on her in the way of her trade. 








utes. 


On TuEspay the Lords Jnstices, in a case of Stevens v. 
Phelips, decided a point of some importance on the con- 
struction of the garnishee clauses of the Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1854 (17 & 18 Vick. c. 125). The 61st 
section of the Act enables a judgment creditor to obtain an 
order attaching in the hands of a third party all debts 
owing or accruing from him to the judgment debtor, to 
answer the judgment debt. Section 62 provides that ser- 
vice of a garnishment order, or notice thereof to the gar- 
nishee, “shall bind such debts in his hands.” Ard oy 
section 63, in case the garnishee does not forthwith pay 
into court the amount due from him to the judgment 
debtor, or an amount equal to the judgment debt, and does 
not dispute the debt alleged to be due from him to the 
judgment debtor, or does not appear, execution may be 
ordered to issue against him to satisfy the judgment debt. 
The facts in Stevens v. Phelips were shortly these. The suit 
was instituted in 1873 to administer the estate of one 
Phelips, the plaintiff being one of the executors, the de- 
fendant the other. An administration decree was made on 
the 2nd of August, 1873, On the 6th of May, 1874, the 
certificate of the chief clerk was made, by which it was 
found that a debt of £110 was due from the estate to one 
Brown. On the 30th of May ajudgment creditor of Brown, 
whose judgment had. been recovered before the institution 
of the administration suit, obtained a garnishee order, 
attaching in the hands of the executors the debt due from 
them to Brown, and this order was served on one executor on 
the 2od of June, and on the other on the 5th of June. On 
the 6th of June the administration suit came on for further 
consideration, and an order was made that the executors 
should pay a sum of cash then in their hands into court, and 
that they thould sell certain outstanding personal estate 
of the testator and pay the proceeds into court, and out of 
the money thus paid in (after payment of costs) the debts due 
by the estate were to be paid, except that due to Brown, the 
amount of which was ordered to be carried over to a separate 
account in the suit, On the 8th of June Brown filed a 
liquidation petition, and the Court of Bankruptcy granted 
an injunction to restrain any further comet by the 
judgment creditor. On the 19th of June this injunction was 
continued until further order. On the 25th of June a trus- 
tee of Brown's estate was appointed. The question then 
arose who was entitled to the fund standing in court in the 
suit to the separate account of Brown. The trustee in the 
liquidation applied for an order for payment of the fund to 
him, and the question, which came in the first instance before 
Vice-Chancellor Malins, was brought by arrangement to 
the Court of Appeal, and it was agreed that no objection 
should be taken on the ground that the Court of Bankruptcy 
was the proper court to decide the point. 

The Lords Justices held that, inasmuch as an adminis- 
tration decree had been made, the debt due from the 
estate to Brown could not be said to be in the hands of 
the executors, and therefore section 62 of the Act did not 
apply. Though the money which was ultimately carried 
over to Brown’s separate account was, at the time when 
the garnishee order was served, actually in the hands of the 
executors, yet conatractively it was in the custody of the 





Court of Chancery. After what had then taken place in 
the suit no action at law could have been maintained by 
Brown against the executors for the recovery of his debt, 
and that which would have a good defence on their part 
to such an action was equally a saffisient reason why a 
garnishee order should be of no avail against them. Con- 
sequently, the trustee in the liqaidatioa was entitled to 
the fund. 

Another point argued, upon which, though it was 
not necessary to the decision, Lori Justice Mallish 
(who delivered the jadgment) expressed a very devided 
opinion, was this. It was contended on the part of the 
trustee that a pernon who has obtained a garnishee order 
attaching a debt due to a bankrupt or liquidating debtor, 
is not a secured creditor within the meaning of sections 
12 and 16 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1859. Section 12 re- 
serves the power of acreditor ‘‘holding a secarity upon 
the property” of a bankrupt to realize or otherwise 
deal with it, and section 16 defines a “‘secured credi- 
tor” to be ‘‘any creditor holding any mortgage, 
charge, or lien on the bankrupt’s estate, or any part 
thereof, as security for a debt due to him.” By section 184 
of the Bankrupt Law Consolidation Act of 1849, it was 
enacted that ‘“‘no creditor having security for his debt 

. shall receive upon any such security . . . more thar 
a rateable part of such debt, except in respect of any exe- 
cution or extent served and levied by seizure and sale upon, 
or any mortgage of or lien upon, any part of the property of 
such bankrupt before the date of the fiat or the filing of a 
petition for adjudication of bankruptcy;”’ and on the con~ 
struction of this clause it was held by the Court of Queen’s 
Bench, in Aolmes v. Tutton (5 E. & B. 65), that a person who 
had obtained a garnishee order against a debt due to a bank- 
rupt was not within the protection afforded by the excep- 
tion. But it is pretty clear, from the judgment delivered 
in that case, that if the word “charge,” as well as the 
words ‘‘ mortgage” and ‘‘lien,’’ had been used in section 
184, the decision would have been the other way. However, 
in Ex parte Greenway (21 W. R. 866, L. R. 16 Eq. 619), the 
Chief Judge he'd that the insertion of the word “‘ charge ’” 
in the Act of 1869 has not improved the position of a gar- 
nishor, and that he cannot, before he has obtained an order 
absolute for payment to him by the garnishee, be said to 
hold a security upon the property of his judgment debtor. 
In the more recent case of Emanuel v. Bridger (22 W. R. 
404, L. R. 9 Q. B. 286), the Court of Queen’s Bench held 
that a garnishee order absolute is a security on the property 
of the judgment debtor, on the ground that it amounts to @ 
“charge.” Ex parte Greenway does not appear to have 
been cited in the argument of this case, or referred to by the 
court. In Stevens v. Phelips Lord Justice Mellish expressed 
his concurrence with the decision in Emanuel v. Bridger, 
and added that he did not see how the circumstance that the 
order nisi had become absolute could make any difference in 
the position of the garnishor as against the estate of the 
judgment debtor. From this we may, we think, fairly con- 
clude that the decision in Ex parte Greenway can no longer 
be treated as an authority. 


Tue Cuter JupGe on Monday last, in Ex parte Ferrige, 
diecharged an order which had been made to commit two 
persons for contempt by reason of disobedience to an order 
of the court, on the technical ground that due notice of the 
application for the order had not been given. Rule 179 says 
that notice of such an application is to be served personally 
on the person sought to be committed three days at the least 
before the day of hearing the application, And, by section 
114 of the Act, ‘‘ Where by this Act any limited time from 
or after any date or event is appointed or allowed for the 
doing of any act or the taking of any proceeding, then im 
the computation of such limited time the same shall be taken 
as exclusive of the day of such date or of the happening of 
such event, and as commencing at the beginning of the next 
following day ; and the act or proceeding shail be done or 
taken at latest on the last day of such limited time accord- 





ing to such computation, unless such last day is a Sunday, 
Christmas-day, Good Friday, or Monday or Tuesday in 
| Easter week, or a day appointed for public fast, humiliation, 
| or thanksgiving, or a day on which, in pursuance of a noti- 
| fication by the Lord Chancellor under this Act, the court 
does not sit, ia which case any act or proceeding shall be eon- 
sidered as done or taken in due time, if it is done or taken on 
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th: next day afterwards, not being one of the days in this 
section specified.” In Lx parte Ferrige notice of the appli- 
cation for the order to commit was served on the respondents 
on the Ist of April. The application was heard, and the 
order made, on the 5th of April. The 4th of April was a 
Sunday. The respondents, therefore (Sunday not being 
.ounted), had not three clear days’ notice. The Chief Judge 
‘eld that section 114 applied to the case, and discharged the 
order for commitment as having been irregularly obtained. 





In COMMITTEE on the European Assurance Arbitration 
Bill, counsel stated that the Alvert Company was in Chan- 
cery nineteen months, and the costs were over £70,000, the 
amount realized being trivial. The Albert Arbitration had 
been in operation nearly four years, and the total amount of 
costs bad only been £66,000, and the sum realized £390,000 
Now the Albert Arbitration was, comparatively speaking, a 
small matter when considered in relation to the European. 
In the former there were only eight companies in liquida- 
tion, whereas in the latter there were already twenty-two 
ecmpanies, and there would probably be more. The ex- 
penses vp to the present time also showed that the work 
was being done at about one-tenth of what it would have 
been in Chancery. Lord Justice James had computed that 
the Albert would have taken fifteen years to finish it in 
Chancery, and if that were so it was reasonable to suppose 
that the European would have taken at least fifty. As an 
illustration of the immense amount of work thrown upon 
the liquidators, he might mention one instance in which the 
provisional liquidators under the Court of Chancery had 
handed over to the arbitrator account books and papers 
weighing thirty tons. But besides the public decisions of 
the aibitrator, there had beenan enormous amount of judi- 
cial work done. Numberless cases had been decided on 
written statements, orders for compromise and orders to 
sheriffs, lists of contributories settled, above 600 summonses 
heard, nesrly 100 affidavits filed, and so forth, showing an 
extraordinary amount of activity on the part of the arbi- 
trator and his staff. 





THE FOLLOWING, says the Albany Law Journal, is an ex- 
tract from an opinion delivered recently in the Supreme 
Court of North Carolina: “It is, however, proper that we 
should repeat here what we said in Watson v. Dodd, at this 
term, that unless we have clearly mistaken some import- 
ant fact or overlooked some express or weighty authority, 
we must adhere to our decision. We consider every case 
with care, and decide nothing at a venture, And notwith- 
standing the adverse opinion of able, but anxious counsel, 
supported by the accommodating certificate of twoamiable 
gentlemen, whose investigation was probably superficial, 
that our decision is ‘plainly erroneous,’ it must be taken 
as conclusive, unless error appears plainly tous. We have 
again carefully considered the case and we adhere to our 
previous decision.” 








Rumours have been current in Westminster Hall all 
the week that the Solicitor-Gencral is likely to accept the 
vacant judgeship in the Court of Exchequer, but up to 
yesterday afternoon these rumours had no confirmation. 


On the second reading of the Land Titles and Transfer 
Bill Mr. Osborne Morgan is to move “ That this House, 
while fully alive to the expediency of making the title to 
land more uniform, and its transfer more simple, cheap, 
and expeditious, is of opinion that this Bil) will not 
effectually carry out those objects.” 


Mr. Rupert Kettle, judge of county courts, has, owing 
to the pressure of his judicial duties, resigned the post of 
President of the Arbitra'ion Board of the Wolverhampton 
Bui ding Trades. 


Sir M, Hicks-Beach announced in Parliament a few days 
»go that the subject of the reconstruction of the courts of 
quarter sessions in Ireland and their increased jurisdiction 

ai been under the consideration of the Lord Chancellor of 
} land. If, as he hoped would be the case, Government 
culd deal with the subject this session, the Bill would be 


MR. BARON BRAMWELL ON THE ELEC. 
TION PETITIONS ACT. 


On Tuesday week Mr. Baron Bramwell gave evidence be- 
fore the select committee appointed to inquire into 
the operation of this Act. Ile said: I believe the Act 
of 1868, transferring the decision of election petitions 
to the judges, has been successful. I dare say it is 
not perfect; but if 1 compare the results with what I have 
heard of the former tribunal, I should say there is scareely 
any fault to be found with the Act. Ido not know of any de- 
cision that I should say is wrong. The most doubtful one 
was that decided by the Court of Common Pleas—the case of 
: the Bristol election—where there was a test ballot, and where 
one person gave a voter at the test ballot a pot of beer, but I 
think that had nothing to do with the result of the election. 
The Court of Common Pleas, however, unseated the member, 
I do not think that the decision was wrong. I do not con. 
sider that there has been any discord in the decisions of the 
judges, although Mr. Justice Mellor and myself have come to 
decisions that were not considered altogether reconcilable in 
the cases of Windsor and Launceston. Iam not aware of any 
difference of opinion amongst the judges on the points which 
have arisen. ‘The subject is an extremely difficult one to deal 
with, It is difficult to lay down anyrule, I think there 
ought to be an appeal on matters of fact and of law too. With 
respect to the propriety of having two judges, so faras I am 
concerned I like as little responsibility as possible, and shall 
be glad to have any number of judges to sit with me. But I 
think that a court consisting of two judges would be objec- 
tionable. They might differ. I think it is better that the 
responsibility should rest on one judge, and that appeals 
should be facilitated so as to make them less expensive. With 
respect to having two assessors—members of Parliament—I 
should personally rejoice, because the responsibility would 
rest with them; but I do not see how two such assessors 
could arrive at a better decision than a man who has been 
trained to weighing evidence all his life. As regards the 
power of summary punishment, I think it would be desirable 
to allow the judge some discretion, but it would be the gross- 
est injustice to convict a person without giving him the 
means of defending himself. It would be better for the judge 
in his report to give the names of the persons who he thinks 
ought to be the subject of further proceedings. My notion 
with regard to holding inquiries on the spot is that it is de. 
sirable to do so. I should think it is more economical. 
Besides that, there are some things so much the subject of 
popular knowledge that a person could not tell an untruth 
respecting them. In addition to that there is this circum- 
stance, that something may turn up which may render it de- 
sirable at once to call another witness. I have found the 
people in the court orderly, and do not think that the new 
system tends to the manufacture of evidence. With respect 
to the law of agency I do not think it desirable to make any 
alteration in the law itself. In my opinion, however, when 
there has been bribery or treating by an agent, and the judge 
is satisfied that the member is not a party to the act, and that 
his election has not been effected by bribery, the judge ought 
to have a discretion not to unseat. 

In answer to Mr. Villiers the learned judge said: No very 
important points of law arise, except as to the matter of 
agency. ‘The evidence is similar in character to that given 
in ordinary cases. I would not make the decision of the 
judge who tried the cases conclusive, but would give the same 
power of appeal that is given in other cases; but I have no 
doubt that the court would say that the judge who tried the 
case had a better opportunity of forming a correct judgment, 
and that it would, to a considerable extent, act on that be- 
lief. No doubt an appeal would entail considerable expense, 
but this is an argument against all appeals. I should be glad 
to have the assistance of a second judge, for even if he were 
silent he would be of great use, ? consider the present sys- 
tem satisfactory, compared with anything that existed for- 
merly, or any system that has been proposed as a substitute 
or it. 


In answer to Mr. Serjeant Simon, he said: Some of the 
decisions of the election judges have been canvassed as the 
decisions of the other judges have been in ordinary cases. My 
own conduct was convassed in Parliament the other day in 
consequence of some silly person having misreported me and 
another having libelled me. The necessity of an appeal would 
not be obviated if a judge had the assistance of two assessors, 





introduced in the other House by the Lord Chancellor. 


for, independently of matters of fact, there would still be 
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matters of law. If an appeal should be made I would not 
send the case down for a new trial, but have it disposed of by 
argument in court. 








Sucictics. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY% 


At the meeting of this society held at the Law Institu- 
tion on Tuesday last, the following legal question was dis- 
cussed—‘‘ Can a married woman, who during coverture has 
effected an assurance on her life, and paid the premiums 
thereon out of the income of her separate estate, effectually 
‘assign the policy by way of mortgage without the con- 
currence of her husband?” The question was decided in 
the affirmative. 





ARTICLED CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was held on Wednesday last 
the subject for the evening's debate being :—That the effect 
of the law which makes the evidence of accused men on 
‘theirtrial inadmissible, is to frustrate the ends of justice. 
‘The motion was carried by a majority of seven. 





LAW ASSOCIATION. 

" On Wednesday last, the 5th inst., the annual general 
meeting of the above association—for the benefit of the 
‘widows and families of attorneys, solicitors, and proctors 
in the metropolis and vicinity—was held at the hall of the 
Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, the president, 
Lord Hatherley, being in the chair, and Messrs. Des- 
‘borough and Steward (treasurers), and Messrs, Gresham, 
Burges, Sawtell, Parkin, Redpath, Edwards, Pritchard, 
‘and many other members being present. The secretary 
(Mr. Boodle) read the report, which stated that in the past 
twelve months twenty-nine cases of the primary class had 
been relieved by the distribution amongthem of £1,278, 
and among twenty-eight cases of the non-members class 
£280 had been distributed. In addition to the income de- 
‘rived from the dividends and interest on the capital stock 
-of the association, amounting in the year to £1,239, the 
annual subscriptions of 272 members amounted in the 
‘same period to £571—making the total income £1,810. 
The deaths of ten members since the last annual general 
meeting were reported. During the year five new 
members had been added to the association. The subject 
which had excited the greatest interest in the year had 
‘been a proposed amalgamation of the association with 
the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. An extraordinary 
general cours of the members was held on the subject in 
-January, when a resolution that no action be taken on the 
matter was carried by a considerable majority. _ Mr. 
Tylee briefly moved the adoption of the report and finan- 
cial statement, which was seconded by Mr. Kelly, and 
carried unanimously. Lord Hatherley thought the value 
‘and importance of the work they were doing were shown 
in the report. As to the proposition for amalgamation 
with the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association he thought 
‘there was plenty of work for both associations. He was 
very glad to see the interest the profession took in the 
charitable work they were doing. The various officers for 
the ensuing year were then re-elected, Lord Hatherley 
as the president, and Lord Chelmsford as the vice-presi- 
dent, and the proceedings terminated with a cordial vote 
of thanks to the chairman. 


PLYMOUTH, STONEHOUSE, AND DEVON. 
PORT LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was held at the Atheneum, 
Plymouth, on Wednesday, the 28th of April last, Jobn 
Shelly, Esq., in the chair. The moot point for the evening 
was, ‘‘ Is a carrier of passengers liable on the custom of the 
realm for refusing to receive a person to be carried as a 
passenger by his conveyance? and if he be, does this 
custom extend to carriers of passengers from England to 
places beyond the seas ? Chitty on Contracts, 9th ed. p. 
468.” - Messrs. Matthews and Symons upheld the affirma- 


tive, and Messrs. Loge and Helpman opposed them. After 
Mr. Walkem and Mr. Fox had spoken, and Mr. Matthews 
had replied, the chairman summed up, and on a division 
the motion was lost by his casting vote. This meeting 
concluded the first session of the society. The second 
session will be opened by the annual meeting at the 
beginning of October next. 


—= 





Obituarp. 


MR. BARON PIGOTT. 


The Hon. Sir Gillery Pigott, Kut., one of the Barons of 
the Court of Exchequer, died on Wednesday week after 
a short illness. The deceased judge was the son of 
Paynton Pigott, Esq., of Archer Lodge, Hampshire, who, 
in 1836, assumed the additional names of Stainsby 
Conant, by the danghter of Richard Drope Gough, Esq., 
and was born at Oxford in 1813. He was educated at a 
private school at Putney, and was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in Easter Term, 1839, and went the Ox- 
ford Circnit, practising also at the Oxfordshire and 
Gloucestershire sessions. In 1856 he was created a ser- 
jeant, at the same time as Sir Mordaunt Wells and the 
late Mr. Justice Hayes, and in the following year he re- 
ceived a patent of precedence, and was soon after- 
wards appointed Recorder of Hertford. Forseveral years 
he divided with Mr. Justice Huddleston the leadership of 
the Oxford Circuit. In 1859 he acted as chief commis- 
sioner for inquiring into the existence of corrapt practices 
at Gloucester, and in 1860 he was elected M.P. for Read- 
ing in the Liberal interest, in succession to his elder 
brother, Mr. Francis Pigott Stanisby-Conant, who had re- 
ceived the appointment of governor of the Isle of Man. 
He was not a frequent speaker in the House of Commons, 
but gave a steady support to Lord Palmerston’s Govern- 
ment. In August, 1863, Sir Cresswell Cresswell died, and 
was succeeded by Mr. Baron Wilde, and the vacant seat 
in the Court of Exchequer was offered by Lord Westbury 
to Mr. Serjeant Pigott, who-accepted the offer. He was 
the.third representative of Reading who reached the bench 
in the course of fifteen years, Justices Talfourd and 
Keating having previously sat for the same borough. In 
Michaelmas Term last he was placed on the rota of elec- 
tion judges for the year, and presided in that capacity in 
the long investigation of the last petition at Stroud; and 
he was to have tried the pending Norwich petiticn early 
next month, but owing to his illness it had been arranged 
a few days ago that Mr. Justice Lush should take his 
place. Sir Gillery Pigott was married in 1836 to the only 
daughter of Mr. Thomas Drake, of Ashday Hall, Halifax. 





MR. HANS HENRY HAMILTON, Q.C. 


Mr. Hans Henry Hamilton, Q.C., chairman of quarter 
sessions for the county of Armagh, died at his residence, 
28, Fitzwilliam-place, Dublin, on the 20th ult., in his 
seventy-fourth year. Mr. Hamilton was the fourth son 
of the late Mr. Henry Hamilton, of Ballymacool, Meatb, 
and was born in 1801. He graduated at Trinity College, 
Dablin, and was called to the Irish bar in 1823, and he 
obtained a silk gown in 1852. He was appointed chairman 
of quarter sessions for the county of Galway in 1852, and 
acted in that capacity till 1858, when he was transferred 
to the county of Armagh. He was universally esteemed 
for his legal knowledge, and for the mode in which he 
discharged his judicial duties. His health had long been 
failing, bat notwithstanding his increasing infirmities he 
regularly discharged the functions of chairman till within 
a very few months of his death. Mr. Hamilton was 
married in 1833 to Miss Augusta Wetherall, danghter of 
the late General Sir frederick Augustus Wetherall. 





LORD ALFRED HERVEY. 
Lord Alfred Hervey, barrister-at-law, Receiver-General 
of Inland Revenue, died at his residence in Lowndes- 
street, on the 15th ult. The deceased was the youngest 





\ son of the first Marquis of Bristol, uncle of the present 
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peer, and brother of the Bishop of Bath and Wells. He 
was a graduate of Trinity College, Cambridge, and was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 
1843, but appears never to have been in actual practice. 
He was elected M.P. for Brighton in 1842 in the Conser- 
vative interest. From 1853 to 1855 he was a Lord of the 
Treasury under the Earl of Aberdeen. He lost his seat 
at Brighton in 1857, but sat for Bury St. Edmunds from 
1859 to 1865, when he was again defeated. On the first 
formation of the Prince of Wales’s household, Lord Alfred 
Hervey was appointed a Lord of the Bedchamber to his 
Royal Highness, and retained that post till 1871, when he 
was appointed by Mr. Gladstone to the office of Receiver- 
General of Inland Revenue. Lord A. Hervey was 
married in 1845 to the daughter of the late Lieutenant- 
General John Chester, by whom he leaves surviving three 
sons and one daughter. 








Appotutuents, Ete. 


Mr. Ropert Bristow Berripce and Mr, Carters 
Mornis, solicitors, of Leicester, have been appointed joint 
Clerks to the Magistrates for the Leicester Division of the 
county, in the place of their recently-deceased partner, 
Mr. Thomas Berridge. 

Mr. Jonn Trevor Daviess, solicitor, of Sherborne and 
Yeovil, has been appointed a Commissioner for taking Affi- 
davits in the Court of Queen’s Bench. 

Mr. Witt1AM WyxnF FrovuLxes, barrister, has been ap- 
pointed Judge of County Courts for Circuit No. 7 (com- 
prising parts of Cheshire and Lancashire) in succession to 
the late Mr. John William Harden. Mr. Ffoulkes is the 
fourth son of the Jate Lieutenant-Colonel Edward Powell 
Ffoulkes, of Eriviatt, Denbighshire, and was born in 
1821, and educated at Oxford, where he graduated 
as B.A. in 1844, and he was called to the bar 
at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1847. He be- 
longs to the North Wales and Chester Circuit, and the 
Cheshire and Knutsford Sessions, and for several years he 
has practised locally at Chester as a couveyancer. 


Mr. THomas Wittram Harrnott, solicitor, of Exeter, 
has been elected Clerk to the Commissioners of Land-tax 
for that city, in the place of Mr. Kingsland Snelgrove, 
deceased. 

Mr. Ricnarp Hemineway, solicitor, of Bewdley and 
Stourport, has been appointed Clerk to the County 
Magistrates at the jatter place, in succession to Mr. Charles 
Whitehall Davies Watson, of Stourport. Mr. Hemingway 
was admitted a solicitor in 1873, and is town clerk of 
Bewdley and clerk to the magistrates of that borough. 


Mr. StarrorD Francis Stitt, solicitor, of 5, New-square, 
Lincoln’s-inn, has been elected Solicitor to the Governors 
of Bridewell and Bethlehem Hospitals. He has been ten 
years in partnership with bis late father, Mr. Robert Still, 
whom he succeeds in the office. 


Mr. Tuomas JoszpH Sworper, solicitor (of the firm of 
Longmore & Sworder), of Hertford, has been appointed to 
the offices of Superintendent Registrar and Clerk to the 
Guardians of the Hertford Union, in the place of his late 
father, Mr. Thomas Sworder, whom he recently succeeded 
as coroner for the Hertford division of the county. 


Mr. Wittiam Henry Taxpot, solicitor, of Kidderminster, 
has been appointed Clerk to the Magistrates for the Hun - 
dredhouse Division of Worcestershire, in the place of the 
late Mr. Charles Whitehall Davies Watson, of Stourport. 
Mr. Talbot was admitted a solicitor in 1860. 

Mr. Benjamin Thomas Williams, barrister, has been 
elected Chairman of the Narberth School Board. 

The Right Hon. Russeli Gurney, Q.C., M.P., Recorder of 
London, has been elected a Fellow of the Royal Society. 

Mr. Jobn William Willis Band, barrister, bas been ap- 
pointed an examiner for the Law and History Tripos at 
Cambridge. - f 

Mr. Morgan Lloyd, Q.C., M.P., Mr. Thomas . Henry 
Cowie, Q.C., and Messrs. John Hosack and William Speed, 
, barristers, have been elected benchers of the Middle 
Temple. 





Courts. 


BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Registrar Murray, sitting as Chief Judge.) 
April 21.—2e Cusker.* 


A trader filed a petition for liquidation, and by his statement of 
affairs it appeared that his debts, secured and unsecured, 
amounted to £2,470, his assets to £190. At the first meeting 
the creditors passed a resolution for a liquidation by arrange- 
ment, but the registrar declined to register it on the ground 
that, taking into account the expenses of realization, and the 
costs of the liquidation, there would be but little, if any 
property for distribution. : 

The debtor subsequently filed an affidavit in which he said in 
effect that he bad understated the amount of his assets. 

Held, upon appeal, that the resolution might be registered. 

This was an appeal from an order of Mr. Registrar Keene, 
whereby he refused to register a resolution of creditors in 
favour of liquidation by arrangement. % 

The debtor (a trader) filed,a petition under the 125th and 
126th sections of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, in February 
last, and at the first meeting the creditors passed a resolution 
for a liquidation bv arrangement, and appointed a trustee. 
The statement of affairs showed debts, secured and unsecured, 
of £3,470, and assets £190. Upon production of the resolu- 
tion to Mr. Registrar Keene, he declined to register it on the 
ground that, taking into account the expenses of realization, 
and the costs of the liquidation, there would be but little, 
if any, property for distribution amongst the creditors, The 
debtor appealed. ; : 

In support of the appeal an affidavit was read in which the: 
debtor stated :—‘‘ In preparing my statement of affairs I care- 
fully went into the matter, and estimated my assets as nearly 
as I could at the sum of £190, but which may turn out to be 
considerably more. In the estimate made I put down every 
asset at the smallest amount, instead of seeking to swell up 
the same. For instance, the debts due to me amount to £160. 
Those debts may possibly realize the full amount in the hands 
of the trustees, yet I have put them down at £40, There ve 
certain valuable securities held by the Bank of Ireland, which 
are estimated by the bank at £2,000. The question will 
arise as to whether the bank is entitled to hold all those 
securities as against the trustee, hut at the time when I pre- 
pared my statutory statement I had no particulars; they 
may prove a valuable asset in the hands of the trustee,” 

Bagley, for the appellant, contended that no ground existed 
for retusing registration. The creditors had a right to pass 
the resolution, and they were the best judges with regard to 
the value of the assets. Sir William Russell's case (decided 
by the Lords Justices, but not yet reported) was distinguish- 
able. In the present case the debtor did not receive his dis 
charge. 

FP. 0. Crump, for the Adelphi Bank of Liverpool, creditors 
for £400, contra. 

Bagley, objected that the bank had no /ocus standi, no debt: 
having been proved. 

Murray, Registrar, thought that as the debt of the bank 
appeared in the accounts as admitted, the debtor was bound 
by the admission, and that the creditor had a right to be 
heard: Ex parte Peacock, 21 W. R. 755, L. R. 8 Ch. 682. 

Crump, for the bank.—The registrar had a discretion to 
exercise. The amount of the assets was extremely small, 
and the registrar had aright to refuse registration if he 
thought fit. 

Morray, Registrar.—The facts of Sir William Russell’s 
case differ from those of the present case. There the debts 
were very large, and the creditors came to a resolution, not 
merely that there should be~a liquidation by arrangement, 
but that the debtor should be discharged, and that he should 
receive £600 per year out of his income ; and there was not 
the slightest security that the creditors would receive any- 
thing, Here the creditors do not give the debtor an 


immediate discharge. They come to a resolution to liquidate 


by arrangement, which has very much the same offect as a 
bankruptcy. Is there any case which shows that, because the 
debtor’s assets show only one shilling in the pound, therefore 
registration will not be allowed? Doubtless the registrar 
has a discretion to exercise, but having regard to the affidavit 





* Reported by J C. Broven, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
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which has been filed, I think the resolution may now be 
registered. 

Solicitors for the appellant, Raven ¢ Curtis. 

Solicitors for the respondent, Brook ¢ Chapman. 





COUNTY COURTS. 
WESTMINSTER. 
(Before F. Bayley, Esq., Judge.) 
April 30.—Paterson v. Bonham, 
Claim by auctioneer for fee for preparation of agreement. 

This was an action brought against Messrs. Bonham & 
Sons, the well-known auctioneers, to recover the sum of on2 
guinea, which the plaintiff claimed under the following cir- 
cumstances:—Mr. Paterson instructed the defendants to find 
@ purchaser for his interest in certain leasehold premises, and 
at the same time it was agreed that the defendants were to be 
paid a commission of five per cent. on the premium they ob- 
tained. The defendants succeeded in finding a purchaser, 
and prepared and signed an agreement as agents for the plain- 
tiff, but without his knowledge or authority, and received a 
deposit from the purchaser. On the sale being completed the 
plaintiff applied to the defendants for the amount of the de- 
posit, less their commission as agreed, when they claimed in 
addition to the five per cent. commission on the premium and 
other charges, which they afterwards abandoned, a guinea for 
the agreement, which latter charge was the subject of the pre- 
sent action. 

J. P. Poncione, for the plaintiff. 

The plaintiff having proved the facts as above stated, 

Mr. Russell, from the firm of Messrs. Bonham & Son, 
stated that the defendants were entitled to charge the guinea 
for the preparation of the ugreement, according to their usual 
custom. 

His Honour said it appeared to him that auctioneers took 
upon themselves to do all sorts of imaginable work and at- 
tempted to charge as much as they could for it. The claim 
of the defendants for the agreement was most unfounded, He 
directed the verdict to be entered for the plaintiff. 








Parliament and Leqislation. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 


April 29.—Surreme Court or JupicaturE Act AMEND- 
MENT. 


On the report of amendments in this Bil, Lord Setzorne 
said that he held now, as he held in 1873, that the good 
working of an altered system of Judicature must depend 
mainly upon the constitution and the working of the Court 
of Appeal. When framing the Act of 1873 he did so with 
the conviction that to have a large number of judges in the 
Court of Appeal was one of the most important elements in 
our judicial system. After describing the composition of the 
court, as then proposed, he said that with such materials they 
would have a court as strong as imagination could conceive 
in respect of knowledge and experience both in equity and 
common law ; and the whole strength of that court would 
have been available for the appellate business of England if 
the Act of 1873 had been allowed to come into operation ia 
its integrity. At present, first appeals constituted the great 
mass of the appellate business of the country. In 1873 
there were 202 cases from the English courts to the first 
courts of appeal. On the other hand, in the same year the 
whole number of errors and appeals disposed of in the House 
of Lords was 32. There could be no doubt, therefore, that 
the law was built up in the greater number of cases by the 
court of first appeal, and, consequently, the constitution of 
that court and the operations of that court were of great im- 
portance. When framing the Act of 1873 he gave full credit 
to the judges of this country for capacity to administer the 
new system ; but at the same time he was perfectly conscious 
that in the first working of it a great number of questions in 
law and in equity must arise which must lead to frequent re- 
course to the Court of Appeal. An efficiént court of first 
appeal was, therefore, essential—one capable of grappling 
with all questions of law or of equity, and with all questions 
relating to the working of the Supreme Court. Turning 
next to the question of a double appeal, he said that 
that principle was not now and never had been the law, 


The fact was that there were great inconsistencies and 
discrepancies in the law as regarded appeals. There was 
no such thing now as an obligation on any one appealing 
from the Court of Chancery in England to bring his case to 
any court of intermediate appeal. From one of the Chan- 
eery courts a suitor might go right to their lordships” 
House, and thus deprive the other party of a second appeal. 
Again, from the Court of Admiralty there was but one ap- 
peal, which was to the Privy Council. He referred to these 
things to show that no one had been dissatisfied with finality 
in judgment. The real truth was that in the great majority 
of cases finality was the greatest boon you could give to 
suitors. He would next ask their lordships to consider how 
the present court was constituted as compared with the court 
established by the Bill of 1873. His noble friend took out of 
the court which would transact the greatest amount of busir 
ness, which would deal with far the larger amount of property 
and the vast majority of suitors, some of its most important 
members, and by so doing greatly weakened it. He had the 
greatest possible misgiving as to the sufficiency of the strength 
of the court as it was proposed to be constituted. With re- 
gard to the ex officio members, his’ noble and learned friend 
had expressed his belief that each of them would be able to 
devote six weeks in the year to the Court of Appeal. The 
Master cf the Rolls might possibly get through his own work, 
and have six weeks to spare for the Court of Appeal, but 
this would probably not be the case with all the other judges. 
Besides, it might fairly be expected that the appellate busi- 
ness would very largely increase during the early years of the 
working of the Bill, especially as in all the courts interlocu- 
tory orders would be subject touppeal. Even as a permanent 
scheme he could not expect it to work well, and in the first 
year the difficulties would be particularly numerous.—After 
some observations by Lord Penzance, Lord HATHERLEY said 
that a case that ought to be reheard, should be reheard before 
a larger number of judges than it was heard before in the first 
instance. —Lord RepespaLe sid that with regard to the ex- 
penses of appeals, he had no doubt they could be greatly re- 
duced, and by an alteration of the standing orders a great 
improvement might, he thought, be effected.—The Lord 
CHANCELLOR, with reference to Lord Selborne’s remark that 
under certain circumstances an appeal might be made fiom 
the decision of a Vice-Chancellor to that House, pointed out 
that the party against whom the decree in the court below was 
made had a perfect right of double appeal, although he 
might, of course, abandon part of it, and p 
at once to that House, a course of proceeding, how- 
ever, which was so seldom adopted that it might be practically 
disregarded. Upon the third reading of the Bill, which he 
would fix for next Thursday, it was his intention to propose 
certain amendments altering in a general way the rules rela- 
tive to district registries,—The report of amendments was 
then agreed to. 
Pustic ENTERTAINMENTS (HovR or OPENING). 
This Bill passed through committee. 
JUSTICES OF THE PEACE QUALIFICATION, 
The report of amendments in this Bill was received. 
Sr. Pavuy’s CaTHEpDRAL (Minor CaNoNRIEs). 
This Bill was read a second time. 
April 30.—PotLurion or Rivers. 

The Marquis of SatispuRy, in introducing a measure on 
this subject, said it was proposed that offences under the 
Bill should be taken to the county courts. It was proposed 
to forbid the pouring of filthy, néxious, and polluting liquids. 
into streams, and to leave it to the county court judges to 
decide what liquids possessed the forbidden qualities. It 
was absolutely torbiduen to put solid matter into streams. 
With respect to sewage, it must either be freed from its 
polluting qualities or be kept out of the streams. With 
respect to liquids issuing from manufactories or mines, 
manufacturers or mine-owners who, at the passing of 
the Act, poured or permitted liquid to flow into streams, 
and who had done so for more than twelve years, would 
be bound to make it harmless within a space of two years 
or be absolutely forbidden to pour or allow it to flow into 
streams. With regard to those who might be said io have 
a longer prescription, the Government had felt that they could 
not well do more than prescribe absolutely that the offend- 
ing persons should use the best available means for making 
the liquids harmless. The carrying of the Act into force 





would be intrusted to the rural sanitary authorities, with a 
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power reserved to the Local Government Board to do the 
work in case the rural authorities failed in their duty. In 
addition to this the Bill proposed that the sanitary 
authorities in drainage districts should be grouped into 
conservancy boards, ss a better means of carrying out the 
provirions of the law.— The Bill was read a first time. 
Justices or THE PEACE QUALIFICATION. 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 
Ixpran LecIs LATION. 
This Bill was read a third time. 
May 3.—County Courts. 


This Bill was read a third time, and after an amendment 
had been introduced by the Lord Chancellor, was passed. 


Explosive SUBSTANCES, 
This Bill was read a second time. 


GLEBE LanDs (IRELAND). 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 
May 4.—Bisuops’ RESIGNATION. 
A This Bill was read a second times 


Bank Hormays Act AMENDMENT. 
This Bill was read a second time, 


St. Pavt’s Carneprat (Mivor Canonries). 
This Bill passed through committee, 
Paciric IstanpERs’ PROTECTION. 
This Bill passed through committee. 
INTERNATIONAL COPYRIGHT. 


~ The Earl of Dersy, in moving the second reading of this 
Bill, said its object was to remedy a defect in the Interna- 
tional Copyright Act of 1852. ‘That Act reserved to French 
dramatists the copyright of translations of their works with 
a proviso respecting “ fair imitations or adaptations,” which 
ran—* Nothing herein contained shall be so construed as to 
prevent fair imitations or adaptations to the English stage of 
any dramatic piece . . . published in any foreign country.” 
It was this section which the Bill now before the House 
would repeal. The reason for this proposal was that it had 
been held by our courts that a translation of a French 
dramatic piece would be a “ fair imitation or adaptation ;” 
and consequently no longer a piracy when there had been 
made some trifling alteration, such as the change of a title 
of the names of the dramatis persone, or of the scene of the 
play. If Parliament gave its sanction to the measure, 
French authors would have the same prot-ction in English 
courts as English authors had in French courts. French 
authors had not that protection at present.—The Bill was 
read a second time. 


Tue Inns or Court. 


Lord SeLnorne, in moving the second reading of a Bill to 
make provision for the hetter regulation and government of 
the Inns of Court, said that the Inns of Court were sometimes 
called voluntary societies; but surely it was not a correct 
mode of expression to describe as voluntary societies institu- 
tions into some one of which every man was compelled by 
law to enter if he was to exercise one of the most important 
professions in this country. In numerous Acts of Parliament 
ie public interest in those societies was recognized. By an 
Act passed in the reign of Elizabeth, it was provided that 
the Oath of Supremacy should be taken by benchers, bar- 
Tisters, and others connected with the Inrs of Court; and from 
very ancient times the inns themselves had managed their 
property as if on the strict supposition that they held it as 
a publictrust. As regarded two of them, the Ianer and the 
Middle Temples, the Royal Commission appointed in 1854 
made a report in 1855 in which it was distinctly stated that 
the property of the two Temples was held upon an express 
trust under the grant by charter of James J. He had arrived 
at the conclusion that the most straightforward course was to 
separate the question of legal education from that of the 
management of the Inns of Court. He meant no disrespect 
to those learned bodies, but as he had received no assistance 
from them, and there seemed to be no prospect that he would 
receive any from them, he thought it best to make his own 
proposition. He did so last year, and his noble and learned 
friend on the woolsack took exception toit. He thought his 
noble and learned friend had assigned valid reasons for his 





objections, and he had prepared a Bill in strict accordance with 
his noble and learned friend’s suggestions. He proposed that 
the Inns of Court should have full liberty to take action of 
themselves, but, in case they did not, commissioners to be ap- 
pointed under the Bill would do what commissioners had 
done in the case of Oxford and Cambridge. The Bill did not 
pledge the commissioners to draw up any plan of organization 
defined in the Bill itself. The question of the particular plan 
was left open. —The Lorp CHANCELLOR said that if the Bill 
on examination proved to be of the character he expected to 
find it, he was sure the Inns of Court would not regard it as 
one hostile to their interests—The Bill was read a first 
time, 
Scnoot oF Law. 

Lord SELBORNE, in moving the second reading of this Bill, 
traced the history of legal education since 1836, when, with 
the concurrence of the judges, there was established an 
effective system of compulsory examination, to be undergone 
before admission to the profession of attorney or solicitor. He 
contradicted the statement made by a writer in the Quarterly 
Review that a contribution by Lord St. Leonards towards a 
legal college had not been returned to him, He then said 
that last year he introduced a Bill with such amendments as 
his communications with learned societies had led him to 
make. His noble and learned friend on the woolsack was 
good enough toa certain extent to express his views on that 
subject also; and with regard to one very main principle of 
that Bill—that the education to be given in the school of 
law should be comprehensive and not exclusive, and should 
aim at.improving as far as possible the education and instruc- 
tion in law of everybody who might be desirous of 
taking advantage of it, without any reference to the 
question whether he should go to the bar or become: 
a solicitor or not become a lawyer at all, his noble and 
learned friend intimated very clearly that he, at least, 
did not differ from the principle which he then had in view. 
On that point he had been strangely misrepresented. It 
had been imputed to him and to those with whom he acted 
that they wished to break down the lines of demarcation 
which now separated the barrister from the attorney and 
solicitor, and to introduce the American principle of indis- 
criminate practice. But on every occasion on which he had 
the opportunity of expressing himself in public on this sub- 
ject, either in Parliament or at the meeting of the associa- 
tion of which he was president, he had uniformly stated, not 
only that this was in no way an object of the scheme, but 
that in his opinion he was strongly and decidedly in favour 
of maintaining the distinction between barristers and solici- 
tors. Then as to the education of the two branches of the 
profession, it was not intended to require that students 
should go through any particular classes of instruction ex- 
cept those qualifying them for a particular line of practice; 
what he contended for was that an institution like this would 
lose half its value if it were narrow or exclusive, and that 
whatever instruction was given, whatever examination was 
conducted by it, should be open to all, leaving men to choose 
for themselves what instruction they would receive and 
where they would receive it, but without attempting to draw 
the line between those who were preparing to be barristers 
or solicitors and those who were preparing for neither. 
The committee of the House of Commons in 1846, 
said that a system of legal education to be of general 
advantage must comprehend and meet the wants, not only 
of the professional, but also of the unprofessional student ; 
that for the farther education of the solicitor it would be 
highly advisable he should also have, even while an articled 
clerk, opportunities for attendance on certain classes of 
lectures in the Inns of Court, and also on others of a 
nature more special to his own profession in the law 
society of which he might happen to be amember, With 
respect to the present system, although during the time 
this question had been in agitation the Inns of Court 
had made considerable efforts to prove themselves worthy 
of the exclusive position which they claimed, he was bound 
to tell their lordships that, according to the information he 
had received, the attendance of students in the private as 
well as public classes had been and was declining, and so 
far from the scheme succeeding in proportion to the 
efforts made to sustain it, the result was very different. 
He could not see, as respected the honour, advantage, 
or importance of the bar of England, ‘what could be 

ained by the; depression or disparagement of the other 
aes of the profession, That brauch was much more 
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numerous, and ia.its own way certainly not less important. 
It was intrusted with the dearest interests of society 
throughout the kingdom, it comprised as a rule men of 
high honour and integrity, and he would have thought if 
the great body of solicitors desired to have a system of 
legal education established to which those who might here- 
after join their ranks should be admitted on equal terms— 
and 8,000 out of the 10,000 solicitors petitioned the House 
of Commons in favour of the resolutions which he proposed 
in 1872—thatthere was no body in England who had a greater 
interest in promoting in every way the honour, dignity, and 
importance of the other branch of the profession than the 
bar. Jf anything was to be done, he could not think it 
would be wisely done upon principles so narrow as those 
which now found favour with the Inns of Court. As to the 
expediency or inexpediency of establishing a schcol of law 
or an examining body only, his noble and learned friend 
spoke strongly in favour of the latter, and, undoubtedly, 
if that should be the decision of Parliament, there 
would an advantage in applying those principles of com- 
prehensiveness and liberality of which he had spoken, 
although there might be only an examining body. 
That the institution which he proposed to establish should 
be a teaching body was not an essential principle of the Bill, 
though it was one to which he attached great importance, 
and he hoped their lordships would adhere to it. The Bill 
proposed to incorporate a school of law to be governed by 
persons partly nominated by her Majesty, partly by ex-officio 
members filling important positions in the law, some of them 
judges, barristers, solicitors; partly by members to be no- 
minated by the Inns of Court and the Incorporated Law 
Society, and partly by barristers and solicitors. That body 
was to superintend the examinations and the instructions to 
be given in the school of law. No one was to be admitted 
to practise at the bar or as a solicitor who had not passed a 
suitable examination in the school of Jaw. What certificates 
were to be required for qualification and for practice in each 
branch of the profession were to be determined with the con- 
currence of those who governed that particular branch, with 
appeal to the judges. Power was also given, if funds should 
come in, to establish a teaching system.—The Lorp Cuan- 
CELLOR did not see how his noble and learned friend pro- 
posed to provide funds for teaching in his school of law. His 
own opinion was that if Parliament attempted to establish a 
school of law as a teaching body it would paralyze all the 
efforts at teaching made by the Inns of Court and the Incor- 
porated Law Society, that the work would not be so well 
done, and that it would not be for the advantage of the 
public that it should be undertaken. His own opinion was 
that in law asin medicine we should have examination only. 
—The Bill was read a first time. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
April 29.—Prace PresFrvation (IRELAND). 


The committee on this Bill was resumed, bat the 
discussion did not extend beyond clause 3, in which some 
amendments were inserted by consent of the Government, 
the chief being an amendment to prevent search warrants 
being executed between sunset and sunrise, 


ARTISANS’ DWELLINGS. 
This Bill as amended was considered. 


Sra Fishery (GREENLAND). 
This Bill was read a third time. 


Brnts READ A First Time. 
Mr. P. J. Sayvtu brought in a Bill to facilitate the crea- 
tion of aclass of small landed proprietors in Ireland, ” 

Sir T. Acuanp brought in a Bill to secure compensation 
to outgoing tenants of agricultural holdings for outlay on 
the soil in certain cases. 

April 36.—Prace Preservation (IRELAND). 
This Bill was again discussed in committee, but no pro- 
gress was made beyond clause 3, 
Artisans’ DWELLINGS. 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


FALsiFicaTion or AccouNts 
This Bill passed through committee. 








May 3.—Peace Preservation (IRELAND). 
In committee on this Bill clauses 3 and 4 were agreed 


On clause 5 progress was reported. 
May 4.—Serseants-at-Law. 


Sir G. Bowyer asked the Attorney-General whether her 
Majesty’s Government had decided on discontinuing for 
the future the ancient degree and dignity of serjeant by 
refusing to grant the coif.—The ATrorNEY-GENERAL said, 
In answer to the question of the hon. member: I have to 
state that the selection of gentiemen for the degree and 
dignity of serjeant-at-law does not rest with the Govern- 
ment, but with the Lord Chancellor, who is alone respon- 
sible for the selection he may make. Under these circam- 
stances, my hon. friend will, I think, see that I am not in 
@ position to give any more definite answer to his. question. 
I may, however, mention that by the 8th section of the 
Supreme Court of Judicature Act of 1873 it is enacted 
that no person appointed a judge of that court should 
thenceforth be required to take or to have taken the degree 
of serjeant-at-law. 


Peace PRESERVATION (IRELAND). 
In committee on this Bill progress was reported on 
clause 5. 
FALSIFICATION OF ACCOUNTS. 


This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


PUBLICATION OF PROCEEDINGS IN PARLIAMENT. 

The Marquis of HartineTon moved “ that this House will 
not entertain any complaint in respect of the publication 
of the debates or proceedings of the House, or of any com- 
mittee thereof, except when any such debates or proceed- 
ings shall have been condacted with closed doors, or when 
such publication shall have been expressly.prohibited by 
the House or by any committee, or in any case of wilfal 
misrepresentation or other offence in relation to such 
publication.”” He said: the House has always entertained a 
very considerable jealousy as to the publication of debates. 
The reason for that seems to have been that in the time 
of Charles the First and his successors unpleasant con- 
sequences frequently ensued in consequence of words 
which were spoken by members of this House. Members 
were summoned before the Privy Council and examined 
as to their speeches, and if they could not give a satis- 
factory answer they were sent to the Tower, there to pass 
their time until the prorogation. Tt was to prevent the 
Crown getting notice of what was going on in Parliament 
that these orders were made, and they were chiefly directed 
against the publication by members of their own speeches, 
On the 13th of July, 1640, the Commons ordered that 
“No member shall either give a copy or publish in print 
anything that he shall speak here without leave of the 
House ;” and on the 22nd of March of the same year— 
“that all members of the House are enjoined to deliver 
out no copy or notes of anything that is brought into the 
House, propounded, or agitated in the House.” On the 
28th of March, 1642, the Commons resolved that “ what 
person soever shall print or sell any Act or passages of 
this House under the name of a diurnal or otherwise, 
without the particular licence of this House, shall be re. 
puted a high contemner and breaker of the privilege of 
Parliamert, and be punished accordingly.” Until the year 
1771 both Honses set their faces against the publication 
of any part of their proceedings; but the rule was 
violated by reports under fictitious names. Since 
1771 the rules against the publication of reports have 
been relaxed in consequence of a memorable crisis that 
occurred when the House of Commons tried to 
enforce their order to prevent the publication of debates 
and sent a messenger to arrest the publisher. But the 
messenger himself was arrested and sent to Giltspur-street 
Compter ; and although the House of Commons sent the 
Lord Mayor and an alderman to the Tower for contempt, 
the House was finally baffled, and from that time any per- 
son who pleased published the debates in Parliament 
without fear. Since that memorable conflict between the 
House and the newspaper printers, the orders of the House 
declaring it a breach of privilege to publish debates have 
practically fallen into disuse. We have even provided 
special accommodation in the House for reporters, and 
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hon. members at the present day regard the pub- 
lication of their proceedings asa great advantage, not only 
to the public but tothemselves. If the House has retained 
those orders on its books, it has done so with the object of 


retaining power to punish any newspaper which should , 
maliciously wisrepresent the debates in Parliament, or 


commit any other offence with refereace to the publication 
of Parliamentary proceedings. If this is the present 
position of affairs, it may ke asked what practical object 
there is in proposing avy alteration. It is this: the House 
by its present rules may be placed at any time in a false 
position. It is in the power of any member to call atten- 
tion to the publication of our debates, and the House may 
have no alternative but to affirm that the publication of 
its debates, which it all the time regards as useful and 
valuable, is a breach of its privileges. Then in case we 
found it necessary to take proceedings against the pub- 
lisher of a newspaper for wilful misrepresentation it is of 
the highest importance that when the case is carried before 
a court of law, this House should occupy a perfectly clear 
and logical position, and not seem to be prosecuting a 
publisher or printer for breach of privilege when the ques- 
tion is really not the publication but the misrepresentation 
of parliamentary proceedings. The resolution does not 
trench on the privilege which the House has asserted for 
such a length of time, butis rather a rule for the guidance 
of the House than an alteration of the law as af- 
fecting the relations between Parliament and the Press. 
The second point to which my resolutions refer is the exclu- 
sion of strangers. Until 1845 there were positive orders of 
the House of Commons against the admission of strangers. 
In 1844 a motion was made by Mr. Christie for an inquiry 
into this matter, but it was negatived. Next year, however, 
the orders of the House were modified, and they now stand in 
this shape :—‘‘ That the Serjeant-at-Arms attending this 
House do from time to time take into his custody any stranger 
whom he may see, or ,who may be reported to him to be, in 
any purt of the House or gallery appropriated to the members 
of this House. That no member do presume to bring any 
stranger into any part of the House or gallery appropriated to 
the members of the House while the House or a committee 
of the whole House is sitting,” By that order, and by the ac- 
commodation which has been’ provided for reporters, we prac- 
tically recognize the presence of strangers during our debates ; 
but though practically recognizing the presence of strangers 
during our debates, we have retained without alteration the 
former usage. ‘The hon. member then referred to in- 
stances in which the power had been abused, and urged 
the necessity for modifying the rule of the House.— 
Mr. MitcneLt Henny moved “ That it is not expedient 
to make ary permanent alteration in the rules relative to 
the reports of the debates or procedings of the House, or 
of any committee thereof, or as to the presence of strangers 
in the Honse, until the House has more fully considered 
the present system of reporting its proceedings with the 
aid of information to be obtained by the appointment of a 
select committee.” He suggested the establishment of an 
official report of proceedings in Parliament.—Mr. Disrarti 
thought that in the first resolution relating to the publica- 
tion of debates, the exceptions were so numerous and vague 
that it would fetter the privilege of Parliament without 
removing any of the inconveniences complained of, and 
that the House already possessed power to prevent any 
abuse which might be committed. He doubted the advis- 
ability of making a change at present in the rules of the 
Honuse.—Mr. Lows urged that the circumstances of the 
times had entirely changed. It was to protect men like 
Sir John Eliot, and because the publication of the de- 
bates necessarily led to the great peril of its members, 
that the House declared it a violation of its privilege to 
publish the debates. Now so far from wishing their pro- 
ceedings to be kept secret, the House had no greater de- 
sire than that the proceedings should have the utmost 
publicity. But the very doing of that which they desired 
was & crime for which a man could be dragged to the bar 
of the House and committed to prison, to be released only 
on payment of a heavy fine, by a vote of that House, which 
there was no power to question. The law that strangers 
when observed should withdraw was traceable to the same 
source, to prevent the report of proceedings in Parliament 
lest Parliament should be prejudiced. But the whole 
natote of things had been changed. If the whole of that 
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House wished that its proceedings should be open except. 
one man, what sense or reason was it that one man should 
be able to prevent it >—Upon Mr. Harpy's rising to reply 
to Mr. Lowr, Mr. Suntivan called attention to the presence 
of “ strangers,’’ and the SPEAKER ordered the galleries to 
be cleared. 
May 5.—Sate or Intoxicatine Liquors oN SunDAY 
(IRELAND). 
Mr, R. SmyrH moved the second reading of this Bill, bat 


the hour for adjournment arrived before the debate was 
concluded. 








Heqal Ltems. 


The short length of narrow roadway at the Holborn end 
of Chancery-lane is to be widened. The chanye, it is ex- 
pected, will be completed by the end of the year. 


The Atheneum states that Sir Edward Creasy, Chief 
Justice:of Ceylon, is about to publish a book under the 
title of ‘‘ The First Platfurm of International Law.” 


The fourth course of law lectures for the present s-ason to 
the students:at Owens College, Manchester, was commenced 
on Monday afternoon by Mr. W. Rann Kennety, barrister 
at-law, who will deliver nine addresses upon ‘‘The Rules of 
Court under the Supreme Court of Judicatura Act, 1873.” 


Mr. Frederick Kent, solicitor, of 8, Red Lion-court, 
Cannon-street, who, during last year, was chairman of the 
Law, Parliamentary, and City Courts Committee of the 
Court of Common Council, has been presented with a hand- 
some clock by the other members of the committee, as a 
recognition of his valuable services as chairman. 


On Wednesday evening Mr. Justice Field was entertained 
by the Midland Circuit at a dinner given at Willis’s Rooms, 
King-street, St. James’s. Mr. Boden, Q.C., was in the 
chair, and proposed the health of the new judge, which was 
very heartily received. Mr. Justice Field, in returning 
thanks, said that he had always fought as hard as he could, 
and he believed that he had never fought unfairly. Among 
those present were Mr. Justive Mellor, Sir Adam Bittleston, 
late Chief Justice of Madras; Mr. Overend, Q.C.; Mr, 
Adams, Q.C., Recorder of Birmingham; Mr. Maule, Q.C., 
Recorder of Leeds; Mr. Fitzjames Stephen, Q.C.; Mr. 
Wills, Q.C.; Mr. Bristowe, Q.C., M.P.; Colonel Makins, 
M.P.; Mr. Flowers and Mr. Balguy, metropolitan magis- 
trates, and about eighty other past and present members of 
the circuit. 


The Scottish Journal of Jurisprudence says that the late 
Angus Fletcher, of Dunans, used to tell a good story of a 
once well-known Scottish counsel. ‘The counsel, whose forte 
was tediousness, was defending a highlander at Pert. He 
spoke for a long time. The judge, Lord Gillies, gof restless 
on the bench. The highlander, observing this, whispered to- 
his counsel, “ Fery goot, fery goot, that will do fery weel.” 
But the unrelenting current went on, and the patient jury 
got restless in the jury-box. ‘Fery goot” was again the 
address, but no heed was taken to the interjunction. 
Another course was tried. An appeal was made to Mr. 
Fletcher, of Dunans, then a janior on circuit: ‘‘ Dunans, 
Dunans, for Cot’s sake stop that man ; I feel the rope round 
my neck already.” But still the speech went on. As @ 
final and desperate effort the prisoner whispered, ‘‘ Dunans, 
Dunans, you have always been a goot friend to the poor 
highlandman. Willa five pound note stop that man?” 


The Farmers’ Club on Monday passed a resolution that 
“In the opinion of the Farmers’ Club the Agricultural 
Holdings Bill, owing to its permissive character, is valuable 
only as a concession to the principle of tenant right, the 
necessity for which was demonstrated by the Duke of Riche 
mond on introducing the Bill, and admitted by the Premier 
in his reply to the deputation from the Club. It is, there- 
fore, submitted that, in order to carry out the principle thus 
recognized, the Government should make the Bill practigglly 
effective by striking out clause 37, and otherwise amen@ing 
the measure.” The Central Chamber of Agriculture on 
Tuesday resolved “That this council cordially concur in 
the main principle of the Agricultural Holdings (England) 
Bill, in so far as it provides that compensation should be 
given to tenants.” But a resolution was carried “That 
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this council disapprove the 37th clause, unless the following 
words be added thereto: ‘ Provided that in every agreement 
there shall be expressed some Jond fide consideration for 
jmprovements specified in the 3rd and 4th schedules of this 
Act.’” 








Law StuIents’ Sournal. 
CALLS TO THE BAR. 


The following gentlemen were on Friday, April 30, called 
to the bar:— 

Inner Tempte.—Samuel Green, M.A., Cambridge ; 
Alfred Gwyther, B.A., Oxford; Vernon Rudolf Schalch; 
Arthur Larcom, M.A., Oxford ; John George Fawcus, M.A., 
Cambridge; James Lynch, London; Harry George Wedder- 
burn, B.A., Oxford; Frank Rawling Dymes, B.A., Cam- 
bridge; Llewellyn Archer Atherley-Jones, B.A., Oxford; 
Edmund William Garrett, B A., Cambridge; George Read- 
man, Advocate. M.A., LL.B., Edinburgh; Alexander Charles 
Boyd, LL.B., Cambridge ; James Duncan Stuart Sim, B.A., 
Cambridge; Edward Stafford Howard, B.A., Cambridge ; 
Reginald Dowdeswell Charles Stonhouse; Charles William 
Kennedy, B.A., Oxford; Walter Monnington, B.A., Oxford; 
Gordon Alexander Ouchterlony, B.A., Cambridge; Arthur 
Alison, Advocate, Edinburgh; ‘Tyrrell Thomas Paine, B.A., | 
Cambridge; James Herbert Fellowes, B.A., Cambridge; 
James Wallace, M.A., Edinburgh; Joseph Hyacinth Hewet- 
son, B.A., Cambridge; Hugh Neville, B.A., Cambridge; 
Joseph Chatto Lamb, B.A., Cambridge; and John Couss- 
maker Anderson, Esqs. 

LincoLn’s-INN.—William Frederick Hunter; Walter 
Nassau Senior, B.A., Oxford ; Robert Skeffington Ross-of- 
Bladensberg, M.A., Oxford; Harry Hutchinson Baber, B.A., 
Cambridge ; Henry Richard Cooper Smith, B.A., Oxford ; 
Henry Tudor Parnell, B.A., Cambridge; Alfred Paget 
Humphry, B.A., Cambridge ; Alexander Carmichael Bruce, 
B.A., Oxford; Hugh Edward Pigott Platt, M.A., Oxford, 
Fellow of Lincoln College; William Charles Biss ; George 
Frederic Wellington Langdon; Ponnambalam Arunichalam, 
B.A., Cambridge ; and Abbas Shumsoodeen Tyabjee, Uni- 
versity of London, Esqs. 

Mippie Temere.—Alfred Cromwell White, B.A., Christ 
Church, Oxford; Charles Sumner Maine, B.A., Trinity 
College, Cambridge ; Ernest Augustus Northeote, LL.B., 
Trinity College, Cambridge ; James Anson Farrer, B.A., 
Balliol College, Oxford ; Edward Legge ; Robert Johnstone ; 
Herbert Travers Tamplin; William James Laidlay, B.A., 
LL.B., St. Peter’s College, Cambridge, Advocate at the Scots 
Bar; William Wasteneys, B.A., Triuitv College, Cambridge ; 
William Hunter Rodwell; William Hastings Lawson; Ed- 
ward ‘Thomas Ward, of University College, Oxford; and 
Henry Burton, Esqs. 








Court Papers. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
Trinity Texm, 1875. 


COURT OF APPEAL IN CHAN-| Thursday ..10..Bkt. apps. & apps 
CERY. Friday ....t1.. Appeals. 
Lincoln’s-inn, Petitns, in lunacy 
ate i and appl. petns, 
Satrdy, May22 — aaa & ppl. pe 
ra tl ee es wand motns & apps 
uesday.... 
Weasesiay 38} Appeals. 
Thursday ..27..Bkt. apps. & apps. 
Friday ....28..Appeals. 
No Sitting. (Her 


Saturday ..12 


MASTER OF THE ROLLS. 
Chancery-lane. 


SaturdyMay22..Motns, & gen. pa. 
Petns., sh’. caus., 


Petns, sht causes, 
Satrday .... 54 adj. sums. & gen 


pa. 
Monday .... 7 einai 
Toesday .. 8 mera r. 
Wednesday. 9 wee 
Thursday ..10.. Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Friday ...,11..General paper. 
Petns., sht. caus, 
Saturday ..12¢adj. sums., and 
gen. pa. 
N.B.—Further Considerations will 
be taken as part of the General 
Paper in priority to original 
Causes, but will not take pre- 
cedence of any Cause or matter 
that has already appeared in the 
Paper. 

Unopposed petitions must be 
presented and copies left with the 
Secretary, on or before the 
Thursday preceding the Saturday 
on which it is intended they 
should be heard ; and any causes 
intended to be heard as short 
causes must be so marked at 
least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to 
be so heard, and the neceisary 
papers left in Court witn the 


the cause comes into the paper. 


V. C. Sir RICHARD MALINS. 
Lincoln’s-inn. 
Saturdy,May22..Motns. & gen. pa. 
Monday.. a -Sht caus, & gen. pa 

Tuesday....25 4 
Wednesday 26 § General paper. 
Thursday ..27..Motns & gen pa. 
: { Petns , adj. sums. 
Friday ....28 1 & gen pa. 
No Sitting. (Her 
Saturday ..29 4 Majesty’sBirthday 
Kept) 
Monday ....31..Sht.cars.& gen. pa 
Tnesdy June 1 > 
Wednesday . of General paper. 
Thursday .. 3..Motns & gen pa. 
Friday .... 4..Petns & gen. pa. 
Satrday .... 5 Sht. causes, adj. 


sum. & gen. pa. 
Monday.... 7 i County Ct. apps. 
Tuesday.... 8 


& general pa. 
Wednesday... of General paper. 


Thursday ..10..Motns & Gen pa 
Friday......1}..Pets. & gen. pa. 


Short causes, adj 
Saturday «19 Semel & gen. pa. 


N.B.—Further Considerations will 
be taken as part of the General 
Paper, in priority to Original 
Canses, but will not take prece- 


that has already appeared in the 
Paper. 


Paper to be so heard, and the 


Paper. 


V. C. Sin JAMES BACON, 
Lincoln’s-inn. 
Saturdy May 22 | & gen pa. 
Monday ....24..In Bankruptcy. 


Tuesday ..25 
Woauesday.26} General paper. 
Thursday .+27 } & gen. 


Friday ....28 U& gen pa 


Judge's Officer the day before | 


dence cf any Cause or matter | 


Any Causes intended to be 
heard as Short Causes must be so Pap r in priority to Original 
marked at least one clear day be- 
fore the same can be put in the 


Motns, adj. sums. 


Motns, adj. sms, | 


( Petns, sht. causes | 


| No Sitting. (Her 
| Saturday ..29 Mojesty’aBisthay 
kept. 


) 
| Mondsy....31..1n Bankruptcy. 
| TauesdayJ 1 
| Wea sone 3 } General paper. 
| Motae. adj. sums. 
Thursday .. 3 thos pa. 
Friday .... 4..General paper. 
Petns., sht. caus, 
| Satrday.... 5 A gen pa 
| Monday.... 7..1n Bankruptcy 
| Taesday.... 8 
| Wednesday. 9 \ General paper. 
| Motns, adj. sms. 
Theetey. 10 & gen. pa. 
Friday. ....11..General paper. 
Satarday....12 § Petns., sht- caus. 
| oe & gen, pa. 
N.B.—Further Considerations wit! 
be taken as part of the General 
Paper in priority to Original 
; Causes, but will not take pre- 
| cedence of any Cause or Matter 
that has already appeared in the 
| Paper. 
| Any Causes intended to be 
| heard as Short Causes mast be 
| so marked at least oneclear day 
before the same can be put in the 
Paper to be so heard, and the 
necessary papers left in Court 
with the Judge’s Officer the day 
| before the Cause comes into the 
| Paper. 


V.C. Sir CHARLES HALL. 
Lincoin’s-inn. 
Mtns. adj sums.& 
SaturdyMay 29 { gen. pa. 
Monday....24 


| Tuesday ..25 General Paper. 
Wednesday .26 





| Thursday ..27 Pane sms & 
Friday......28 loci & 


No Sitting. (Her 
Saturday... 29 } Majesty’sBirthdy 
kept.) 
| Monday ....31! 
Toesdy,June 1 + General paper 
| Wednesday. 2) 
} Mtns. adj. sums.& 
| Thursday .. 3 hong pe 
| Friday...... 4..Petns., & gen. pa 
le Sht. causes & 
Satrday.... 5 bo 
| Monday.... 7) 
‘Tue-day.... 8 } General paper. 
| Wednesday. 9) 
| Mots, adj. sums 
| Thursday ..10 fe gen. pe. 
| Friday seeell, Petns, & gen. pa. 
| Saturday ..12.. { - — & 
| N.B,—Farther Considerations will 
be taken as part of the General 


Causes, tut will not take prece- 
dence of any Cauee or matter 
that has already appeared ia the 


necessary papers left in Court Paper. 
with the Judwe’s Officer theday Any Causes intended to be 
before the Cause comes into the 


heard as Short Causes must be so 
marked at least one elear day be- 
fore the same can be put in the 
Paper tobe so heard, and the 
necessary papers left in Court 
with the Judge’s Odicer the day 
before the Cause comes into the 
| _ Paper. 

| No cause, motion for decree, or 
| further consideration, except by 
| order of the Court, may be 
marked to standoverif it shall be 
| within twelve of the last cause o 
mater in the printed Paper cf 
the day for hearing. 


Saturday ..29% Majesty’sBirtuday 
k 


ept. 
Monday ....31..App. mtns, & apps 
Apps, from the 
\ CountyValatine of 
Tuesdy,June 1¢ Lancaster, app'. 
l fromtheStannaries 
Court, and apps. 


Monday ....242 adj, sumns., and 


gen. pa. 
Tnesday ..£5 
Wednes 226 General paper 
Thursday ..27,.Mtns. & gen, pa. 
Friday ....28..General paper. 
No Sitting. (Her 
Saturday ..29 Majesty’sBirthday 
kept) 








Wednesday. 2..Appz2ala, 

Thursday .. 3..Bkt. apps. & apps 

Friday .... eT ge 
Petitns, if Junacy 

Baturday.. 5 & app. petns. 

mentey eos» 7..App. mtns. & apps. 

uesday..+. A 
Wednesday . Mt Appeals. 








| Petns, sht. caus, 
| Monday....31 { adj. samns., & 


Is ra : gen. pa. 

Wedn vg 2} General paper 
Thorsday.. 3..Mtns, & gen. pa 
Friday...... 4..General paper. 


OrpEr OF Court. 
Thursday, April 29, 1875. 

Whereas from the present state of the business before the 
Lord Chancellor and the Master of the Rolls respectively, it 
is expedient that a portion of the causes set down before the 
Lord Chancellor to be heard before the Vice-Caancellors Sir 
Richard Malins and Sir Charles Hall, shou'd be transferred 
to the Book of Causes for hearing before the Master of the 
Rolls. Now, I, the Right Hon. Hugh MacCalmont Baroa 
Cairns, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, by and with 
the advice and concurrence of the Right Hon. Sir George 





Jessel, Master of the Rolls, do hereby order that the several 


LS se ree te Stennett, 
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causes set forth in the first schedule hereunto subjoined, be 
accordingly transferred from the Book of Causes standing 
for hearing before the Vice-Chancellor Sir Richard Malins, 
to the Book of Causes for hearing before the Master of the 
Rolls, and that the several causes mentioned in the second 
schedule hereunto subjoined, be accordingly transferred from 
the Book of Causes standing for hearing before the Vice- 
Chancellor Sir Charles Hall, to the Book of Causes for hear- 
ing before the Master of the Rol's. And I do further order 
that all causes so to be transferred {althoug) the bills in 
such causes may have been marked for the Vice-Chancellor 
Sir Richard Malins, and the Vice-Chancellor Sir Charles 
Hall respectively, under the 6th of the Consolidated Orders 
of this Court, and notwithstanding any orders therein made 
by the said Vice-Chancellors respectively or their predeces- 
sors), shall hereafter be considered and taken as causes 
originally marked for the Master of the Rolls, and be sub- 
ject to the same regulations as all causes marked for the 
Master of the Rolls are subject to by the same orders. Pro- 
vided nevertheless that no orders made by the said Vice- 
Chancellors respectively or their predecessors in any such 
causes shall be varied or reversed otherwise than by the Lord 
Chancellor or the Lords Justices, and this order is to be 
drawn up by the registrar, and set up in the several offices 
of this court. 
First Schedule-—From the Vice-Chanczllor Sir Richard 
Malins’ Cause-Book. 
Holmes v. Holmes. Motion for decree, witnesses before 
examiner. 1873 H 115 
Prudential Assurance Company v. Hessey. 
cree. 1874 P 6 
Southby v. Rodway. 
Fordham v. Speight. 


Motion for de- 


Motion for decree. 1873 S 99 
Motion fordecree. 1874 F 52 
Hall v. Creyke. Motion for decree. 1874 H 260 
Mcrdaunt v. Benwell. Motion for decree. 1874 M 176 
Sexton v. Sexton. Motion for decree. 1873 S 277 
Turner v. Champney. Motion for decree. 1874 T 126 
Scruton vy. Holt. Cause. 1873 $ 210 
Gibbs v. Kemp, Bart. Motion for decree. 1875 G 6 
Steptoe v. Norris. Motion for decree. 1874 S 107 
Hough v. Rankin. Motion for decree. 1873 H 191 
Wagstaffe v. Price. Motion for decree. 1872 W 121 
Mynors v. Gold. Motion for decree. 1874 M 139 
Margetts v. Ault. Cause with witnesses. 1874 M 183 
Smith vy. Dale. Motion for decree. 1874 S 264 
Hooper v. Donne. Cause with witnesses. 1874 H 130 - 
Bank of Whitehaven v. Lord Selkirk. Motion for decree. 
1874 W 235 
Fletcher v. Wood. 
Roberts v. Murrells. 


Motion for decree. 1874 F 105 
Motion for decree. 1874 R 69 

Bradshaw v. Palmer. Cause. 1874 B 136 

Du Boison v. Maxwell. Motion for decree. 1873 T 39 

Watkins v. Alexander. Canse set down at request of defend- 
ant. 1872 W 272 

Holland’s Trustees v. Holland. 1874 
H 134 

Mosely v. Mosely. 

Smith v. Smith. 

Jacomb v. Bush. 


Motion for decree. 
Motion for decree. 1273 M 179 
Cause. 1874 S 214 

Motion for decree. 1871 J 11 
Vaughan v. Ferrest. Motion for decree. 1873 V 26 
Levison v. M‘Andrew. Cause. 1873 L 79 

Elmer v. Creasy. Cause. 1873 E 19 


Second Schedule.—From the Vice-Chancellor Sir Char'es 
Hali’s Cause-Book. 

Hart vy. Hart. Motion for decree. 1874 H 44 

Beavan v. Cook. Cause with witnesses. 1873 B 402 

Birch vy. Alderion. Motion for decree. 1874 B 201 

Fane v. Fane. Motion fordecree. 1873 F 33 

Arnold y. Routledge. Cause. 1873 A 57 

Smith v. Smith. Motion for decree. 1874 S 260 

Ross v Parkyns, Bart. Motion for decree, 1871 P 155 

Beavan vy. Cook. Canse with witnesses. 1869 B 66 

Greenaway v. Greenaway. Motion for decree. 1874 G 94 

Johnson y. Evelyn. Motion for decree. 1875 F 12 

Hawkes v. Underwood. Motion for decree. 1874 H 87 

Earp v. White. Cause. 1874 E 72 

Myatt v. Bedford. Cause. 1874 M 233 ° 

Redman y. Foxcroft. Motion for decree. 1875 R 21 

Guernsey v. West London, &., Bank. Cause, 1873 G 102 

Godson v. Scott Russell, Motiun for decree, 1874 G 120 

Choeveanx v. Phillips. Motion for decree. 1874 C 152 

Parrott v. Tiver. Motion for decree. 1874 P 124 

Dashwood y. Windus. Motion for decree. 1874 D 119 





Booth v. Gawthorp. Motion for decree. 1874 B 336 
Smith v.Greenwood. Motion for decree. 1874 S 228 
Southwell v. Wright. Motion for decree. 1874 S 162 
Wooden vy. Beale. Cause. 1874 W 140 
Bainbridge v. Webb. Motion for decree. 
Grout v. Camroux. Motion for decree. 


1875 B 69 
1874 G 111 
Cairns, Cy 
G. JEssEL, MR. 
The Master of the Rolls will not hear any of the above 
causes before the first cause day in Trinity Term. 
R. H. Leacn, Registrar, 


OrperR oF Court. 
Thursday, April 22, 1875. 

Whereas by the 5th of the Consolidated Orders of this. 
court, rule 6, it is provided that the Lord Chancellor may 
from time to time, by special order, direct the offices to be 
closed on days other than those mentioned in the first rule of 
the said order, and whereas Saturday, the 29ch day of May 
next has been appointed for the celebration of her Majesty’s 
birthday, and such event has been heretofore observed as a 
general holiday in the several offices of this court, his lord~ 
ship doth therefore order that the several offices of this court 
be closed on Saturday, the 29th day of May next. And that 
this order be entered and set up in the several offices of this 
court. Carrns, C. 

Norice. 

During the Whitsun Vacation :—All applications to the 
Court of Chancery which are of an urgent nature are to be 
made to the Vice-Chancellor Sir Charles Hall. 

All applications ex parte are to be sent to the Vice-Chan- 
cellor, accompanied with the brief of counsel, a copy of the 
bill, a certificate of bill filed, and office copies of the affidavits 
in support of the application, and also by a minute in dupli. 
cate, on separate sheets of paper, signed by counsel, of the 
order he may consider the applicant entitled to, and an en~ 
velope capable of receiving the papers, with sufficient stamps 
affixed thereon, and addressed as follows: —‘* Tothe Registrar 
in Vacation, Chancery Registrar's Olfice, Chancery-lane, 
London, W.C.,” and also a stamped envelope (addressed ta 
the solicitor), to contain one of such minutes, 

The papers sent to the Vice-Chancellor will, when an 
order is not made thereon, be returned to the solicitor; when 
an order is made thereon one copy of tle minute of the order 
will be sent to the solicitor, and the other papers will be sent 
to the registrar. 

All applications for leave to give notice of motion onlyjmay 
be made to the chief clerk of the Vice-Chancellor Hail at 
chambers, 

The Vice-Chancellor’s address can be obtained on applica- 
tion at his chambers, No. 14, Chancery-lane. 

The chambers of the Vice-Chancellor will be open Tuesday, 
the 11th of May, to Friday, the 14th of May inclusive, and on 
Wednesday, the 19th, and Thursday, the 20th of May from 1k 
to 1 o’clock. 

Vice-Chancellor Hall’s Chambers, 

14, Chancery-lane, May, 1875. 


LONDON BANKRUPTCY COURT. 


LINCOLN’S-INN-FIELDS, May, 1875. 
This court will be closed for the Whicsun Vacation from 
Monday, the 10th instant, to Friday, the 21st instant, both 
days inclusive. Applications of an urgent nature may be 
made to the court at Basinghall-street. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES, 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 

Last Quotation, May 7. 1875. 
3 per Cent, Consols, 94 Annuities,April,’&5, 9% 
Ditto for Accoant, June t 9b Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug, 198 
3 per Cent. Reduced, 923 Ex Bills ,21000, 24 per Ct. 1pm. 
New 2 per Cont., 92} Ditto, £500, Dot pm. 
Do, 34 perCent., Jan.’¥4 Ditto, 2100 & £200, 1 pm. 
Do. 24 por Cont.,Jan. ’94 Bank of England Stock, 5 per 
Do. 5 per Cent.,, Jan.'73 Ct, (last half-year), 254 
Annuities, Jan.’80— Ditte or Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SKCURITIES, 
Ditto 5 per Cent., July, "#0, 109 Ditto,54 per Cnt., May,°79 1005 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto Debentares, 4 per Cent, 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct.’ 48,103) April, 64 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates — D>.bo,5 por Cont, , Aug. 73 
Ditto Exfaced Ppr.,t ner Cont.93 | Do. Bonds,4 per Cent. £1000 
Ind. Bof.Pr., 5 p C.,Jan,"72 Ditto, dittc, under £1000 
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RAILWAY STOCK, 










































Railways. ‘Paid. Closing Price 

— er enna EASA GEA PRN Ain RPE 
stock Bristol and Exeter 100 | 113 

ik Caledoni 100 1003 
Stock Glasgow and South-Western .....0.0..+ roves 100 99 
Stock’ Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 4. 100} 473 
Stock Great Northern ., 100 | 1403 
Stock) Do., A Stock*..... os 100 | 164 
Stock/Great Southern and We 100 1074 
Stock Great Western—Original.......0-..s0eeerseeersere 100 live 
Stock| Lancashire and Yorkshire  .........+s+008 100 | 1424 
Stock London, Brighton, and South Coast 100 | 1034 
Stock London, Chatham, and Dover,........ 100 | 264 
Stock London and North-Western . 100 | 1474 
Stock London and South Western..........ce 100 | 117 
Stock| Manchester, Shetiield, and Lincoln ....., 100 | 794 
Stock Metropolitan ee 100 | 864 
Stock) Do., District .......coceseereees 100 | 404 
Stock | Midland =o 100 | 1433 
Stock North British 100 | 84 
Stock} North Eastert..s...scsssessssecersersereeeeeneserss, 100 | 1693 
Stock North London .......00 100 li4 
Stock North Statfordshire ......... 70 
Stock South Devon .., a 56 
Stock South-Eastern ....s.0...ceetseceeee eeeeeceseesensees eo) 100 | 11g 





Money MARKET AND Ciry INTELLIGENC™. 

. The Bank rate has not been changed. The proportion of 
reserve to liabilities has fallen from 39 per cent. last week 
to 36 per cent. this week. The tone of the home railway 
market was firm until Thursday, when prices fell. There 
has been very little business done in the foreign market 
and prices have somewhat declined. Consols closed on 
Thursday 93; to 4 for delivery and 94 to } for account. 

At the annual meeting on Wednesday of the Sovereign 
Life Assurance Company the report for 1874 presented 
showed that a sum equal to 40 per cent. of the premium 
income had been added to the funds, and that 349 policies 
averaging £535 each had been issued. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

GAayER—May 6, at Russell House, Tavistock-square, the wife of 
Edmond hichard Gayer, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, 
of a daughter, stillborn. 

May—May 2, at Woodville, Honor Oak, Forest-hill, the wife 
of Henry W. May, of Lincoln’s-inn, of a daughter. 

MEDLICOTT—May 2, the wife of Henry E. Medlicott, of the 
Middle a barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

Moxon—April 14, at Brooklands Villa, Cambridge, the wife of 
James Henry H. Moxon, barrister-at-law, of a son, 

Werexks—May 6, at 44, Scarsdale-villas, Kensington, the wife of 
Thomas Henry Weeks, solicitor, of a son. 

WI1LLs—May 1, the wife of William Wills, of Uxbridge, soli- 
citor, of a daughter. 

MARRIAGES. 

Dosss—CHANCE—May 4, at the parish church, Sutton Cold- 
field, Archibald Edward Dobbs, barrister-at-law, to Edith 
Mary, second daughter of James Chance, Four Oaks-park, 
Sutton Coldfield. 

THomMAs—-PoLaAk—May 4, at St. Mark’s Church, Notting-hill, 
Abel Thomas, B.A., barrister-at-law, of the Middle Temple, 
to Bessie, youngest daughter of the late S. Polak, of London. 

Younc—Davies—April 29, at Brighton, Hugo Joseph Young, 
of the Inner Temple, barrisier-at-law, to Emma Fitzgerald 
Davies, daughter of the late Thomas Davies, county Denbigh. 

DEATHS. 

CoLEer1IpGE—May 1, at 14, Buckingham-street, Charing-cross, 
C. E. Coleridge, barrister-at-law, aged 48. 

Hanpson—May 4, at 26, Fellows-road, South Hampstead, 
Henry Handson, solicitor, of 27, King-street, Cheapside, aged 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 
AT THE MART. 
By Mr. D. J. Cuatrety, 
Brompton-road — Two sevenths of freehold ground-rents, 
amounting to £348 5s. per annum—sold for £2,780. 
By Mr. E. Stimson. 
Walworth—Nos. 46, 48, 50, and 52, Beckway-street, term 93 
years—sold for £950. 
ms ~ (gtaaiacibanes 95, Belsize-road, term 80 years—sold for 
By Messrs. Rusuwortn, Annott, & Rusutworrn. 
Islington—No, 53, Devonshire-street, freehold—sold tor £980, 








By Mesars. Newnon & HarpInG. 
eS os. 2 and 3, Lisle-street, freehold—sold for 
3/90. 
my os. 41 and 42, Bedford-street, freehold—sold for 


Holborn—Nos. 17 and 18, Red Lion-street, freehold—sold for 
2,170. 
No. 22, Red Lion-square, freehold—sold for £2,380. 
By Messrs. FurBer, Paice, & Fuxper, 
or ule o. 36, Somerset-street.. freehold—sold for 
Futham-road—The lease of No. 233, term 20 years—sold for 
£450. 
St. Pancras—No. 24, Goldington-crescent, term 69 years—sold 
for £500. 
eae. 148, Portobello-road, term 87 years—sold for 
No. 58, Westbourne-park-villas, term 61 years—sold for £710. 
No. 32, St. John’s-terrace, term 87 years—sold for £500. 
— 10 and 12, Percy-road, term 89 years—sold for 
00. 
By Messrs. Harps, VAUGHAN, & JENKINSON. 
Kent—Sidcup, freehold building land, 18a. 3r. 2p.—sold for 
£3,650. 
The residence Longlands Cottage and 7a. 2r. 10p., freehold— 
sold for £2,290. 
—_= Newington—No. 83, Albion-road, freehold—sold for 
615. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Ferpay, Avril 3', 1875. 

Moore, Henry, and William Henry Bowyer Bowers, Wimborne Minster 5 

Dorset, Attorneys and So’icitors. April 24 
Tvgspay, May 4, 1875. 
Fox, a yi and Eugene Carder, Attorneys and Solicitors, Dover. 
May 
Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Fauipay, April 30, 1875. 
Liuirep in CHANCERY. : 

Ifton Rhyn Collieries, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented 
April 28, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins on May 28. 
Pritchard and Co, Painters’ Hali, Little Trinity lane, agants for 
Leigh, Manchester, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Tepiitz Colliery ard Coal O.1 Company, Limited.—Creditors are re- 
quired, on or before May 20, to send their names aad addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to George Augustas Cape, 
Oid Jewry. Thursday, June 3, at 11,13 appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon the debts and ciaims, 

County Pataiine cr LascastTer. 

General Building Material Company, Limited.—Petition for winding 
up, presented April 22, directed to be heard befors the V.C. at St 
George’s Hali. Liverpool; on Thursday, May 13. Williams, Lord sz, 
Liverpool, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Togspay, May 4, 1975. 
Onstimirep tn Caancerr. 

Bradford Tramways Company.— Petitioa for winding up, presented May 
1, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins on May 23. Wood, St 
Paul’s churchyard, solicitor for the petitioner, 

Motual Society Trust Fund.— Creditors arg »equired, on or before May 
31, tosend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Henry Chatteris, Gresham buildings, Basinghall 
st. Thursday, June 10, at 12, is appvinted for hearing aad adjadi- 
cating upon the debts and claims. 

Liwrrep In CHANCBRY. 

Air Gas Light Company, Limited.—Pention for winding up, presented 
May |, directed to be heard before May 28, Clark and scoles, King 
st, Cheapside, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Bronfloyd Company, Limited,—By an order made by the M.R., dated: 
April 24, it was ordered that the above company be wound ap, and 
that John Barton Balcombe and Charles Herd -rt Stokes be removed 
from the office of voluntary liquidators of the company. Keighley 
and Co, solicitors for the petitioaer,. 

Common Road Conveyance Company, Limited.—Creditors are r-- 
quired, on or before June 2, to send their names and adcresses. and 
the particulers of theit debts or claims, to Charlies Lee Nichols,. 
Gresham buildings, Basinghall st. Wednesday, Jane t6, at liyw 
appointed forhearing aud adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Liverpool and Amezon Royal Mail Steam Ship Company, L mted.— 
Petition for winding up, presented May 4, airveted to be heard defore 
the M.R. on Monday, May 24. G. and A. Lindo, King’s Arms yard, 
Moorgate st, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Oriental Telegram Agency, Limited.—Petition for winding un, pre- 
sented Apri! 22, directed to be heard before the M.R., on Mays. 
Musgrave, Queen Victoria st, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Seawn Ticket Bank, Liwited.—The M.&. has, by an order dated 
March 10, appointed James Thomas Suel:, Cheapside, to be oticial 
liquidator. 

Universal Disinfector Company, Limited.—Petition for winding ap, 
presented April 27, directed to be heard before the M.R. on satar- 
day, May 8. Raven and Curtis, Queen Victoria st, svliciiors foc the 
petitioners. 

West of England Stud Company, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. 
Malins, dated Ap?il 23, it was ordered that the voluntary windiag up 
of the above company be continued, Walker aad Uo, Furnival’s 
inn, soliciturs for the petitioner. 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Tesspay, May 4, 1875. 


Evesham Friendly Society, Town Hail, Evesham, Worcester. May 2» 
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Creditors under Estates in Chancery, 
Last Day of Proof. 
Togspay, April 27, 1875. 

Baker, Joseph, Southwater, Sussex, Farmer. May 21. Baker v Scrase, 
V.cC. Malins. Bedford, Horsham 

Bradfield, Charles, Great Snoring, Norfolk, Farmer. Junel. Adcock 
v Lake, V.C. Malins. Watson, Fakenham 

Gatehouse, John Edward Piper, Lincoln. May 24. Beamon v Swain, 
M.R. Dale, Lincoln 

Havre, steamship. May 29. London and South-Western Railway 
Company v Hobgen, V.C.-Hall. 

Lioyd, John, Stanley st, Warwick square, Clerk. May 22, Boyce v 
Johnson, V.C. Bacon. Halse, Cheapside 

Thistleton, Charles Alfred, York. May 24. Clapham v Thistleton, V.C. 
Hall. Ware, York 

Fripay, April 30, 1875. 

Cousens, Robert Leech, Holyhead, Anglesea, Civil Engineer. May 28. 
Cousens vy Cousens, V.C. Hall. Tebbs, Knight Rider st, Doctors’ 
commons 

Elliott, George, Derby, Gent. May 27. Kirk v Morley, V.C. Bacon. 
Eddowes, Derby 

Gardner, Susaona Charlotte, Plas Llanstephan, Carmarthen. May 31. 
Heaton v Gardner, M.R. 

King, George Charles, Surbiton, Surrey, Baker. May 22. King v 
King, V.C. Malins. Wontner, Cloak lane, Cannon st 

Milton, Statira, Nailsea heath, Somerset. May 25. Waite v Wintle, 
V.C. Malins. Wintle. jon, Bristol 

Pickering, Joseph, lien effectet by. May 3!. Dalby v Swansea Harbour 
Trustees and others, V.C. Bacon 


Creditors under 22 & 28 Vict. cap. 85. 
Last Day of Claim. 
ToesDay, April 27, 1875. 
Alexander, James, Southport, Lincashire, Merchant. Jane 1. Anthony, 
Liverpool 
Bailey, Sarah, Cambridge. June 1. Fetch and Jarrold, Cambridge 
Bonnor, Isaac, Great Coggeshall, Essex. July 1, Beaumont, Great 


Coggeshall 

Bradford, Job, Thorney, Somerset, Merchant. May 25, Nicholes, 
South Petherton 

Burton, Thomas, Sawbridzeworth, Herts, Retired Cabinet Maker. 
Janel. Mayo, Devonshire square, Bishopsgate 

Cave-Brown-Cave, Anne, Harbourne, Stafford. Junel. J. W. Cave- 
Brown-Cave, Mount Pleas+nt, Liverpool 

ee James, Leeds, Market Gardener. Junel. Ford and Co, 

eds 

Chadwick, Richard, Crumpsall, near Manchester, Coach Proprietor. 
May 31. Grundy and Kershaw, Manchester 

Chesterm an, Joseoh, Abbey rd, Kilburn, Timber Merchint. June 30. 
Mott, Bedford row 

—, Robert, Chester, Surveyor. Jane 2!. Barker and Hignett, 

ster 

Cother, Philip Pinckney, Salisbury, Wilts, Esq. July J. Lee and 
Hoareman, Salisbury “ 

Dennis, Ann, Comarques, Thorpe-l2-Soken, Essex. May 29. Turner 
and Co, Colchester 

Driver, William, Manchester, Lithographic Printer. June 1. Farrar 
and Hall, Manchester 

Drummond, Lady Mary Eleanor. May 25. Nicholetts, South Pether- 


ton 

Ede, Charlies William, George s!, Mansion House. June 10, Bosan- 
quet, Austin friars 

Evans, Edmund Brooke, Squirries st, Bethnal green rd, Cow Keeper. 
May 31. Vanderpump, Gray’s inn square 

Fle:cher, John Cherles, Dale pxrk, Sussex, E-q. June 30. Gregory 
and Co, Bedford row 

Goadsby, Mary Awnn, Fallowfizid, Manchester, Bleacher. May 27. 
Hankinson, Manchester 

Leveson Gower, Right Hon Lord Albert Dover st, Piccadilly. June 24. 
Wing and DaC-ne, Gray’siny square 

— William, Chatham, Kent, Butcher. June 10. Winch, Chat- 

m 


Helyar, Mazia, Combe Florey House, Somerset. May 25, Nicholetts, 
South Petherton 

Holdsworth, Hannah Judith, Halifax, York, June5. Emmet and 
Emma et, Halifax 

Horn, El zabeth, Newcastle npon-Tyne. May 24, Hopper, Newcastle- 
upos-Tyne 

Hustwitt, William Thomas, Lonsdale square, Islington. July 6. Hume 
and Co, Great James st, Bedford row 

Jackson, Frances Ann, Woodstock terrace, Hornsey. May 30. Price, 
Walbrook 

Kesteven, Right Hon John Baron, Casewick, Linccln, July1, Young 
and Co, St Mildred’s court, Poultry 

Lacy, Sosannah, Withdeane Hall, Sussex. June 24. Powys, Lincoln’s 
inn fielcw 

Lamb, Euphemia, Mountford Villa, Woodgreen. May 24. Taylor 
and Co, Furnival’s inn 

Lee, John Lee, Diliingwon park, Somerset, Esq. June 22, Nicholetts, 

Setgh, Sete Geneee, Meo eck, Bedlind 
righ, John Gerar w par eafird, Esq. June 3, ir G 
Co, Bedford row ? Sid bi: = ret 

Morris, Heary Williams, Kir. gton, Hereford, Druggist. June 5. Boden- 
ham and Tempie, Kington 

Nicol, James, St Joun's td, West Croydon, Gent. May 30. Fallows 
ant Brown, Lancaster place. Strand 

O Leary, ¥rederiek, Barking, Kesex, Travelling Comedian. June 25, 
Bailey, Laton 

Penn, William, Chadwick Grange, Bromsgrove, Worcester, Gent, J aly 
16. Sanders, Bromagrove 

Piigrem, Joneph, Great Coggeshall. Easex, Licensed Victaaller, June 
24. Keaumost, Grest Cogeceshail 

Baynr, Jamer, Norwich, Butcher. Janel. Winter and Francis, 
Norwich 











Rossal!, Thomas, Waterloo, Lancashire, Gent. May 24. Tyrer and Co, 
Liverpool 

Spink, Rovert, Cambridge, Tailor. Fetch and Jarrold, Cambridge 

Stanbridge, Eliza, Brixton rd. June 20. Jarvis, Chancery lane 

Stoneham, James, Bedhampton, Hants, Gent. June 1. Edge- 
combe and Cole, Portsea 

Swainson, Joseph, Hawkshead, Lancashire, Wood Merchant. * June 14; 
Harrison and Son, Kendal 

Syars, Elizabeth, Bridge End, Penygloddfa, Montgomery. June 30. 
Woosnam and Talbot, Newtown 

Thomas, Anne Arabella, Reading, Berks. May 31. Hoffman, Reading 

Weston, Richard, Slough, Buckingham, Gent. June 30. Phillips, 
Windsor 

Wicks, William Henry, Hertford rd, Lower Edmonton, Lighterman. 
May 30. Francis John Wicks, Enfield . 

Williams, Lady Mary Hamlyn. May 25. Nicholetts, South Petherton 

FaipaY, April 30, 1875, 


} Baker, Charles, Doncaster, York, Head Master. July 26. Fisher, 


Doncaster 

Bell, Richard, Southampton, Gent, June 14. Hickman and Sons, 
Southampton z 

Brain, Richard Farmer, Brussels, Belgium, Managing Director. June 
1. Linklater and Co, Waloreok 

Burt, James, Eastvourn, Sussex, Veterinary Surgeon. Junel5. Coles, 
Eastbourne 

Clarke. Joseph, Northstoke, Oxford, Mealman, June 30. Hedgesand 
Co, Wallingford 

Cooper, James Benjamin, Blythburgh Lodge, Suffolk, Farmer. June 
17. Cross and Ram, Halesworth 

Cullen, Sarah, Folkestone, Kent. June 1. Hart, Folkestone 

Davies, Richard, Shrewsbury, Salop, Printer. May 31, Sprott, Shrews- 


bur 

Dee, Samuel, Goxhill, Lincoln, Farmer. July 1. Mason, Barton-upone 
Humber 

Devonshire, John, Northampton, Rent Collector, Aug 1. Dennis, 
Northampton 

Dugdale, Thomas, Denton’s green, Lancashire,Gent. Julyl. Taylor, 
St Helen’s 

Ford, Juliana Maria, Pagham, Sussex. Junel. Tyrrell, Gray’s inn 
square 

moe Thomas, sen, St Helen’s, Lancashire, Flour Dealer. Ju'y 1, 
Taylor, St Helen’s 

George, ‘Thompson, Halesworth, Suffolk, Brewer. Junel7. Cross and 
Ram, Halesworth 

Hartland, William, Rodley, Gloucester, Gent. June 24. Burrup and 
Coren, Gloucester 

Hawkes, Maria Elizabeth, Woolwich, Kent, Licensed Victualler. June 
14. Farnfield, Queen Victoria so 

Hind, William, Narborough, Leicester, Gent. July 1. Dalton and 
Salusbury, Leicester 

Horn, Thomas, Guildford, Surrey, Gent, June 12, Albery and Lucas, 
Midhurst 

Hopkins, Elizabeth, Oldswinford, Worcester, June 11. Bernard and 
King, Stourbridge 

Hopkins, Maria, Oldswinford, Worcester. June 11. Bernard and King, 
Stourbridge 

Hutley, Mary, Carlton-hill, St Jol:n’s wood. June 1. Vant, Leaden- 
hall st 

King, Charlotte Ann, Ipswich, Suffolk. June6, Vulliamy, Ipswich 

Lea, Joseph, Kindcrton, Cheshire, Farmer. June 21, Bygott, Middle. 
wich 


| Lockett, Thomas, Hereford, Gent. June12. Humfrys, Hereford 


Long, William, Saxmundhau, Suffolk, Esq. June 17, Crossand Ram, 
Halesworth 


| Messiter, Thomas, Barwick, Somerset, Esq. May 31. Batten, Yeovil 


Morton, Mary Ann, Woodford, Essea, Geut. May 31. Carr and Co, 
Basinghall st 

Morton, Simpson, Woodford, Eesex, Gent. June 10. Surr and Co, 
Abchurch lane ; 

Newman, Nathaniel, Edmonton, Dissenting Minister, June 14. Farn- 
field, Queen Victoria st 


' Norman, Emily, Bath, Somerset. Janet. Vant, Leadenhall at 


O'Malley, Peter Frederick, Lowndes st, Barrieter-at-Law. July 1, 
Bridges and Co, Red Lion square 

Penny, Thomas, Ludlow, Saloy, Gent. Jone}, Marston, Ludlow 

Koff, Robert, Croydon, Surrey, Cattle Dealer, June 12, Rowland, 
Croydon : 

Shelmerdine, Robert, Altrincliam, Cheshire, Gent. June 15. Southern, 
Altrincham 

Smith, William, Bexley heath, Kent, Farmer. June 1, Vant, Leaden- 
hall st 

Speakman, Thomas, Fairsted Hall, Exsex, Farmer. June 1, Blood and 
Son, Witham 

Springett, Ana Cecilia, Colchester, Essex. May 26. Pope, Colchester 

Stigant, George Cornelius, Southsea, Southampton, Solicitor, Aug be 
Binsteed, Porismouth 

Straker, Mary Ann, Sunnyside, Peckham rye common, May 21, 
Cardinall, Halstead 

Summers, Warriett, Frindsbury, Kent. May 22, Prall and Son, 
Kochesier 

Teevan, Frances, Stanhope terrace, Cromwe!] rd, South Kensington. 
Junel. Drammond and Co, Croydon 

Waiker, Join, Kendal, Westmorland, Innkeeper, May 20. Arnold, 
Kendal 

Whitficid, Thomas, Hamsey, Sussex, eq. July 1. Gell, Lewes 

Williamson, Agnes, Queniborough Hai, Leiwester, June 1, Kirby 
and Woodcock, Leicester 

Young, Martha Kitty, Lisle st, Leicester square, June 5, Shearman, 
Gresham st 

Baokrupts. 
Fripay, April 30, 1875, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 


neem, Hannah, Kingston-upon-Hall. Jone 26. Stamp and Co, Rene, ae, Printing House lune, Pab'isher. Pet April 26, Brougham. 
# May 2 1 


5 at 
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Rocs, Gustaf Ehrenreich, and James Wood, Mark lane, Commission 
Merchants. Pet April 27. Hazlitt. May 25at 12 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Austen, William, Folkestone, Kent, Marine Store Dealer. Pet April 27. 
Callaway. Can terbnry, May 14 at 2 

Drake, James, Fy field, Uesex, Coal Merchant. Pet April 27. Gepp. 
Chelmsford, May 13 &t 12.30 

Le Butt, Hobson Wright, Folkestone, Kent, Hotel Keeper. Pet April 
26. Callaway. Canterbury, May 14 at 2 

Morritt, Robert, Liverpool, Hosier. Pet April 27. Hime. Liverpcol, 
May l2at 2 

Ramsden, George, Dewsbury, York, Oil Extractor. Pet April 24. Nel- 
son, Dewsbury, May 13 at 3 

Welsford, Nathaniel Beering, Saltburn-by-the-Sea, York, Builder, Pet 
April 24. Archer. Stockton-on-Tees, May 12 at 3 


Tuespay, May 4, 1875. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their prouts of debts tu the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Flower, ee Bedford row, Solicitor. Pet April 29. Pepys. May 
25 at 
Jones, Mary, Amhurst rd, S:oke Newington, Pet April 28. Spring- 
Rice. May 28 at ll 
To Sarrender in the Country. 
Allan, James Benjamin, Langley, Bucks, Drawing Master. Tet May 
1. Darvill. Windsor, May 29 at 2 
Cameron, Alexander, Newport, Monmouth, Draper. Pet April 30. 
Roberts. Newport, May 26 at 10 
Gough, William, Lingley, Bucks, Sheep Salesman. Pet May 1. Darvill. 
Windsor, May 29 atl! 
Halliday, John, Leeds, Cloth Merchanr. Pet April 28. Marshall. Leeds, 
May 26 at I1 
Jamieson, James, Liverpool, Horticultural Engineer. Pet Apri! 30. 
Watson, Liverpool, May 24 at 2 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Farpay, April 30, 1875. 
Russell, David, Liverpool. April 27 
Tourspay, May 4, 1875. 
Evans, John Owen. Englefield, Berks, ont of business. April 29 
Lavie,T St » Colchester, Essex, Otficer in her Majesty's 88th 


Regiment, May ! 
Wyatt, James, jun, Salford, Lancashire, Joiner. April 28 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Frerpay, April 30, 1875. 

Aron, Julius, White Lion st, Norton Folgate, Cap Manufacturer. May 
8 at 4 at 8, White Lion st 

Atkinson, Matthew, Livernoo!l, ont of business. May 13 at 2 at offices 
of Gibson and Bolland, South John st, Liverpool 

Bale, Thomas Baker, Upper st, Islington, Draper, May 19 at l at the 
Guildhall Tavern, Gresham ste Keighley and Co, Philpot lane 

Bealey. Kichara Rome, Manchester, Commission Agent. May 26 at 3 
at offices cf Rylance, Essex st, Manchester 

Berkshire, George Nathaniel, High st, Scratford, Fire Work Manufac- 
turer. May 18 at 3 at offices of Wood and Hare, Bisinghall st 

Boreman, Frederick, Knighton, Radnor, ‘ailor, May 14 at 12 at 
offices of Peters, Knighton 

Boss, Thomas, Oldham, Lancashire, Joiner. May 13 at 3 at offices of 
Buckley and Clegg, Clegg st, Oldham 

Bottrell, William, Bird -in-Hand court, Cheapside, Manager of Billiard 
Rooms. May 14 at 3 at offices of Kebbell, Fenchurch st 

Boughen, William, Norwich, Wine Merchant. May 13 at 12 at offices 
of Miller and Co, Bank chambers, Norwich 

Brigge, Samuel, Halifax, York, Waste Dealer. May 5 at 11 at offices of 
Norris and Co, Halifax 

Butcher, George Pallant, and James Markie Cole, Paternoster row, 
Publishers. Muy 12 at 2 at offices of Howse, Staple inn, Holborn. 
Morris, Staple inn, Holborn 

Candy, James, Southampton, Pork Butcher. May 14 at 2 at offices of 
Killby, Portland st, Southampton 

Cawthorn, Thomas, Sneffield, Boot Dealer. May 12 at 12 at offices of 
Tattershall, Meetinghouse lane, Sheffield 

Clark, James, Deptford, Kent, out of business. May 15 at 3 at 9, Lucey 
rd, Bermondsey. Rigby, Beresford st, Camberwell 

Danziger, Herrmann, Basinghull st, Merchant, May 12 at 3 at offices 
of Gresham and Son, Basinghall et 

Dole, James Joseph, Nelson-in-Marsden, Lancashire, Plumber. May 
14 at 2.80 at offices of Sutoliffe, Grimshawe st, Burnley 

Evans, Thomas, Mountain Ash, Glamorgan, Grocer, May 11 at 12 at 
offices of Bedvoe, Aberdare 

Fachiri, Demetrio, and John Fachiri, Gracechurch st, Merchants, May 
12 at 2 at offices of Cooper and Co, George st, Mansion House. 
Hollams and Co, Mincing lune 

Ford, Edward, Paternoster row, Costume Manufacturer. May 13 at 3 
at offices of Bourn, Paternoster row. Wells, Paternoster row 

Foster, Jonas, Bingley, York, Worsted Spinner, May 12 at 11 at offices 
of Taylor and Co, Piccadilly, Bradford 

Fulcher, John, Great Waltham, Essex, Cattle Dealer, May 13 at 11 at 
offices of Jones, Tindal square, Chelmsford 

Garrud, John, juv, Globe rd, Mile End rd, Beer Retailer, May 18 at 12 
at offices of Tower, Lower Thames st 

Govairginn, Stephen Agop, Liverpool, Commission Agent. May 14 at 
2 at offices of Payne and Gajloway, Brazennose at, Mauchester 

Gillitr, James, Duston, Northampton, Implement Maker. May IL at 3 
at offices of Rice, Derngate, Northampton 

Glover, William Morris, Middlesboroagh, York, Wholesale Dengeist. 
May 12 at 11 at Barker's Temperance totel, Bridge st west, Middles- 
borough. Bainbridge, Middlesborongh 

Graham, James, Manchester, Shipping Merchant, May 14 at 3 at 
offices of Grundy and Kershaw, Booth at, Manchester 

Harding, James, Nantwich, Obeshire, Builder, May 14 at 11 at offices 
of Lisle, Nantwich 





Hayward, Henry, Maidenhead, Berks, Plumber. May 37 at 3 at offices 

= be sae Ball’s Pond rd, Islington. Fenton, Albion terrace, 
ingsl« n 

Hickmott, Eliza, Headcorn, Kent, Draper. May 13 at 2 at offices of 
Monckton and Co, King st, Maidstone 

Hooper, Robert Vincent, Bristol, Hairdresser. May 8 at 12 at offices of 
O’Donoghue and Co, St Stephen’s st, Bristol. Anson, Bristol 

Hurteno, William Franklin, Charles st, Lowndes square, Medical Prac- 
a May 10 at 3 at offices of Clark and Scoles, King st, Cheap- 
side 

Jenkins, Edward John, Gravesend, Kent, Harbour Master. May 15 at 
3.30 at offices of Drawbridge and Bertie, H«rmer st, Gravesend 

Jennings, Francis Edwerd, Leeds, Dealer in Tobacconists’ Fancy 
Goods. May 12 at 12 at offices of Layton and Jaques, Ely place. 
Scotr, Leeds 

Jores, Danie), Stock Farm, Kington, Gloncester, Farmer. May 13 at2 
at offices of Tricks and Co, City chambers, Nicholas st, Bristol. 
Thurston, Thornbury 

Laister, Matthew Thomas, Castleford, York, Painter, May 17 at 3 at 
offices of Hardwicke, Boar lane, Leeds 

Lee, William, Leeds, Provision Deater, May 12 at 11 at offices of 
Mirfin, Park row, Leeds 

Leighton, William, Curtain ré, Shoreditch, Brewers’ Agent. May 8 at 
2 at the Coach and Horses, Crossbrook st, Cheshunt. Keat 

Levv, Mark, Po:tobello rd, Notting hill, Plamber. May 13 at 3 at 
offices of Lee, Gresham buildings, Rasinghall st 

Lightfoot, Wiiliam, Manchester, Groc’r. May 13 at 3 at officas of 
Addleshaw and Warburton, King st, Manchester 

Llovd, Thomas, Carmarthen, Innkeeper. May 7 at I! at offices cf 
Evans, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Marston, Alfred Abraham, Norwich, Currier. May 14 at 3 at offices of 
Sadd and Linay, Church st, Theatr at, Norwich 

Martin, John, St George’s, Salop, eut of business, Muy 20 at 3 at offices 
of Taylor, King st, Wellington 

Matthews, Jehn William, Alverstone Mill, Isie of Wight, Miller. May 
ll at ll at 158, High st, Newport. Hooper 

McArthur, John, Liverpool, General Deaier. Muay 13 at 3 at offices of 
Gibson and Bolland, South John st, Liverovol. Barrell and Rodway, 
Liverpool 

McArthur, William, Cannon st, Ironfounder. May 25 at 2 at the Guild- 
hall Tavern, Gresham st. Elmslie and Co 

McWhirter, Robert, Ilkeston, Derby, Travelling Drarer. May 19 at 12 
at offices of Everall and Turner, St Poter’s Charch walk, Notting- 
ham 

Mercer, John Brighton, Liverpoo', Painter. May 13 at 12 at offices of 
Carruthers, Clayton square, Liverpool 

Mette, Bernard, and William Samuel Toms, Gloucester, Tailors. May 
2) at tl at the Spread Eagie Hotel, Gloucester. Cooke 

Moorhouse, Wiliiam Thomas, Manchester, Auctioneer. May 20 at ll at 
offices of Hodgson, Tib lane, Cross st, Manchester 

Morton, George Mee. Scarborough, York, Journeyman Currier. May 
12 at 11 at offices of Burrell and Pickard, Albion st, Leeds 

Moss, Timothy, Preston, Lancashire, Boot Top Manufaciursr. Mayl4 
at 11 at offices of Forshaw, Cannon st, Preston 

Muir, Richard William, Liverpool, Merchant, May Ul at 2 at offices of 
Banner and Son, North Jobin st, Liverpool. Laces and Co, Union 
court, Liverpo)l 

Newmark, Henry Samuel, Bishopsgate st without, Merchant. May 14 
at 3 at the Masons’ Hali Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st, 
Pullen, Cloisters, Tempie 

Qldfield, James, Healey, York, Innkeeper. May ll at 3 atthe George 
Hotel, Heckmondwike, Birstall. Deane 

Ord, John Christopher, Lupus st, Pimlico, Provision Dealer, May 24at 
3 at offices of Smith, Denbigh st, Pimlico 

Palmer, Edward Richard, Trafalgar place, Shacklewell lane, Hackney, 
Plumber. May 25 at 12 at offices of Holloway, Bali’s Pond rd, Istiag- 
ton. Fenton, Albion terrace, Kingsland 

Paton, Wilham, Friday st, Commision Agent, May 10 at 3 at offices of 
Hudgell, Gresham st. Gray, Gresham st 

Plante, Stuart Blachford, St Mary axe, Carrier. May 14 at 2 at offices 
of Blachford and Co, College hill, Cannon st 

Pollard, Alfred Valentine, Monkwell st, Commission Agent. May 3at3$ 
at offices of Hudgell, Gresham st. Gray, Gresham st 

Rawson, William, Manches:er,Innkeaper. May l3 atSatthe Falstaff 
Hotel, Murket place, Manchester. Law, Manchester 

Robins, George, Bexley heath, Kent, Ironmonger. May 15 at 1 at 
offices of Parish, Queen Victoria st. Gibson, Dartford 

Robson, William, Colbura, York, Shoemaker. May 14 at 12 at offices 
of Robinson, Chancery lane, Darlington 

Rogers, John, Pateley bridge, York, Vraper, May 14 at 3 at offices of 
Bateson, Harrogate 

Rothwell, William, and Thomas Heslin, Liverpool, Biscuit Manufactu- 
rers. May 12 at 3.at ottices of Harper, Cable st, Liverpool 

Sharp, Reginald, Liverpoo!, Hide Broker. May 14 at 2 at offices of Ivey 
South John st, Liverpool. Luptoa, Hercington st, Liverpool 

Simpson, William Tidd, Kingston-apon-Ruil, Watchmaker, May M4 at 
1t at the Queon’s Hotel, Birmingham. Jacobs 

Snelson, Albert, Birmingham, Saddler, May 8 at 11 at offices of Rooker, 
Moor st, Birmingham. Joynt, Birmingham 

Sollitt, George, Strood, Kent, Contractor. May 12 at 12 at offices of 
Hayward, High at, Rochester 

Staff, Henry John, Oxford, Brewer. May 15 at 11 at offices of Mallam, 
High st, Oxford 

Steadman, Joseph, Brierly hill, Stafford, Corn Dealer. May 13 at 2 at 
the Great Western Hotel, Birmingham. Clulow, Brierly hill 

Swain, Charles, Balsall heath, Worcesver, Grocer, May 1] at 3 at offices 
of Keeves, Paradise st, Birmingham 

Thompson, Edward, Birmingham, Gua Maoufacturer, May 12 at 11,30 
at offices of Joynt, Moor st, Birmingham 

Thompson, Henry, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancashire, Fishmonger, May 
Is at ll at Sharp’s Temperance Hotel, Strand, Barrow-ia-Furnesa, 
Williams, Barrow-in-Furness 

Turner, John, Manchester, Boot Maker, May 14 at 3 at oMces of Codbett, 
and Co, Brown at, Manchester 

Walker, Adam, Kendal, Westmorland, Auctioneer, May I4 at U1,30 at 
offices of Arnold, Highgate, Kendal 

White, John Bubb, Birmingham, Ale Daler, May lat 12 at offices of 
Jelf, Newhall st, Birmingham 
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Willshire, George, Minster, Kent, Licensed Victualler, 
at offices of Nind, Benet place, Gracechurch st 

Wood, Benjamin, Bromley Pensnett, Stafford, Coke Manufacturer. May 
10 at 12 at the Dudley Arms Hotel, Dudley. Whitehouse, jun, Dud- 


ley 

Wood, James, Fegg Hayes, Woolstanton, Stafford, Blacksmith. May 10 
at | at the Saracen’s Head Hotel, Hanley. Redfern and Son 

Wood, Michael, Castleford, York, outof business. May 12 at 3 at offices 
of Stocks and Nettleton, Welbeck st, Castleford 

Worner, Rowland, New North rd, Islington, Stay Maker. May 24 at 
3 at otfices of Holloway, Ball’s Pond rd, Islington, Fenton, Albion 
terrace, Kingsland 

‘Wyman, Frederick Frank, St Bride chambers, Ludgate circus, Publisher. 
May 12 at 1 at offices of Dubois, Gresham buildings, Basinghall st. 
Maynard, Clifford’s inn 

Yapp, Arthur Valentine, Romsey, Southampton, Confectioner. Mav 13 
at }2 at offices of Edmonds and Co, High st, Southampton, Guy, 
Albion te:race, Southampton 


May 15 at 10.30 


Tuespar, May 4, 1874. 


Alforth, Charles Fdward, Gracechurch st, Timber Merchant. May 20 
at 3 at officesof Lewis and Co, Old Jewry 
Allen, James, Stanhope st, Hampstead rd, Carpenter. May 18 at 3 at 
offices of Sherrard, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Barber, Charles, Bradford, nr Manchester, Provision Dealer. May 26 at 
3 at offices of Mann, Coxper st. Manchester 
Barker, George, Ravensthorpe, York, Boot Maker. May 17 at 3 at 
offices of Fryer, Church st, Dewsbury 
Bates, Eiward, Manchester, Builder. May 26 at 11 at offices of Sutton 
and Elliott, Brown st, Mancheste* 
Beavis, Thomas, Shirley, Southampton, Carpenter. May 15 at 11 at 
offices of Guy, Albion terrace, Southampton 
Beer, James William, Richmond, Surrey, Firewood Merchant, May 20 
at 11 at offices of Haynes, Cevereux court, Temple 
Biggins, James, Hetton-!'e-H'e Durham, Tailor. May 17 at 3 at offices 
of Chapman, St Nicholas court, Market place, Durham 
Bradbeer, Georga Frederick, Haverhill, Suffoik, Grocer. 
at the Lion Hotel, Cambridze 
Bray, John, Birmingham, Gro:er. 
Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Britt. William, Bolsover Copvice, Derby, Farmer, May 15 at 3 at offices 
of Gee, High st, Chesterfield 
Brown, John, Redruth, Cornwall, Grocer. May 13 at 12 atthe Red 
Lion Hotel, Truro. Trevena, Redrath 
Carr, Charles Alfred, Laisterdyke, nr Bradford, York, Cotton Dealer. 
May «2 at 11 at offices of Berry and Robin-on, Charles st, Bradford 
Cartwrizht, George, Tarvin, Cheshire. out of business, May 17at 1 at 
oTices of Nordon, Bridge st row east, Chester 
Cox, Edwerd, Che! enham, Gloucester, Tailor. May 22 at 10 at 4, Bed- 
ford bui'aings, Cheltenham. Boodle 
Davies, David Morgsn, Lianddewibrefy, Cardigan, Shopkeeper. 
15 at 12 at the Talbot Hotel, Tregaron. Jores, Aberystwith 
Davies, Jonathan, Glanllyn, Flint, Licensed Victualler, May 24 at 12 
at the Bee Hotel, Rhy!. Davies, Holywell 
Davies, William Henry, Handsworth, Stafford, Commercial Traveller. 
May 15 at 12 at offices of Fallows, Coerry st, Birmingham 
Dobson, James, Hunsiett, Leeds, Beerhouse Keeper, May 15 at 11 at 
offices of Scott, Albion st, Leeds 
Drummond, Peter. Langport, Somerset, Gardener. May 14 at 1 at 
offices of Watts, Yeovil 
Eltiott, James, Rochdale, Lancashira, Joiner. May 20 at 3 at the Wheat 
Sheaf Hotel, Fennel st, Manchester. Molesworth and Son, Drake st, 
Rochda'e . 
Evans. David, Monmouth, Tailor. Magy 15 at 11 at offices of Gibbs, 
Commercial st, Newport. Williams, Monmouth 
Forster, George Henry, Leeds, Outfitter. May 19 at 12 at offices of 
Harle, Victoria chambers, South parade, Leeds 
Foster, Benjamin Hardwick, Newcastie-upon-Tyre, Engineer. May 14 
at 2 at offices of Hoyle and Co, Collingwood st, Newcastle-apon-Tyne 
Froom, William George, Malton, York, Photographer. May 17 at 11 at 
Offices of Barthff, Market place, Malton 
Gibson, Charles,jan, SheMfield, Boot Maker. May 14 at 12 at offices of 
Rooke and Midgley, Boar jane, Laeds 
Gritiths, Francis, Bicuon’s heath, Salop, Cattle Dealer. May 19 at 11 
at cffices of Morris, Swan hill, Shrew-bary 
Hall, Emma, Monmouth, Licensed Victualler. May 17 at 2 at offices of 
Williems, Whitecross st, Mon nouth 
Havelock, Kdward Whoriton, Yarm, York, Traveller. May 14 at 2 at 
the Union Arms Hotel, Yarm, fest, Sto-kton-on-Tees 
Haverson, John Thomas, Charles Alfret Gordon. and Theodore John 
Scrivener, Gresham s*, Stationers. May 18 at 3 at the Guildhall 
Coffee House, Gresham st, Webb, Crosby square 
Haworth, Samuel, Boiton, Lancashire, Carpenter. May 26 at 3 at offices 
of Gooden, Mawds‘ey st, Bolton 
Helden, John William, Bradford, Yorx, Fishmonger. May 19 at 10 at 
offices of Berry and Robinson, Charles st, Bradford 
May 24 at 3 at the 
Godfrey, 


May 20 at 12 


May 10 at 3at offices of Parry, 


May 


Holmes, James, Highbridge, Somerset, Draper. 
Masons’ Hali Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinglhall st. 
Gresham buildings, Guildhall 

Homan, Samuel, Charrington st, St Pancras, Pianoforte String Maket. 
May 13 at3 at offices of Smediey, Great James st, Bedford row 

Hughes, Charles, Salford, Lancashire,Grocer. May 15 at 11 at offices 
of Addleshaw and Warburton, King st, Manchester 

Jennings, John, Broughall, Salop, Jomer. May 24 at 11 at the Royal 
Hotel, Crewe. Brooke, Dysart buildings, Nantwich 

Jones, Jabez John, Ramsbury, Wilts. Bacon Curer. May 5 at 2 at the 
Three Swans Hotel, Hungerford. Lucas, Newbury 

Jones, John William, Mountain Ash, Glamorgan, Grover, May 14 at 2 
at offices of Howell, Canon st, Aberdare 

Jones, Thomas, Abardare, Glamorzan, Boot Dealer, May 14 at 12 at 
Offices of Beddoe, Canon st, Aberdare 

Kemp-Welch, George Mirtin, Clifto1, Gloucester, Seedsman. May 23 

= - at the Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Lay, 
oultry 

Laister, Henry John, Thorne, York, Draper. May 21 at 12 at offices of 
Shirley and Atkinson, 8t George gate, Doncaster 

Lapworth, James, Oxford, Beer Retailer. May 24 at 2at 28, Pem- 
broke st, Oxford. Cooper, Chancery tane 








Lawson, Pradence, Aston, Warwick, Beer Retailer. May 19 at 11 at. 
offices of Assinder, Union st, Birmingham 4 

Leatherbarrow, William, Appletcn-within- Widnes, Lancashire, Grocer, 
May 18 at 3 at offices of Ritson, Dale st, Liverpool 

Levenson, Henry, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Jeweller. May 17 at 3 at 
offices of Bell, Lambton st, Sunderland 

Lioyd, Moses, Birmingham, Wood Turner, May 15 at 11 at offices of 
Buller, Moor st, Birmingham 

Macfarlan, John Grey, Richmond, Surrey, Gent. May 14 at 2 at offices 
of Eliis and Co, St Swithin’s lane 

Mahoney, Dennis, Swansea, Glamorgan, Earthenware Dealer. May 13 
at 3 at offices of Glascodine, Fisher st, Swansea 

Marks, Bearoo, Pyriand rd, Highbury new park, Merchant. May 20 
at 2 at offices of Coburn, Leadenhall st 

McDonald, George, Leicester, Clothier. May 20 at 2 at 145, Cheapside, 
Freer and Co, Leicester 

Morgan, George, High st, Wandsworth, Cooper. May 19 at 2at offices 
of Banes, Basingha!l st. Weightman, Basinghall st 

Morris, John, Mold, Flint, Draper. May 18 at 3 at oifices of Cartwright, 
Pepper st, Chester i 

Nicholas, Francis, Corston, Somerset, Baker, May 18 at 12 at officesof 
Simmons and Clark, Manvers st, Bath 

Nickols, John, Frome, Somerset, Tailor. May 18 at 1 at the Ange} 
Hotel, Chippenham. Dunn and Payne, Frome 

Nunn, William, West Hartlepool, Durham, Grocer. May 14 at 12 at 
offices of Todd, Church st, West Hartlepool 


Ord, William, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancashire, Provision Dealer. May 
20 at 1l at Sharp’s Hotel, Strand, Barrow-in-Furness. Taylor, 
Barrow-in-Farness 

Ormiston, Walter, Swansea, Travelling Draper. 
of Davies and Hartland, Ratland s:, Swansea 

Osmand, Benjamin, Tunbridge Wells, Sussex, Brick Maker. May 21 at 
11 at 1, Dyott terrace, Tunbridge Wells. Burton 


Padfield, Kezia, Curtain rd, Shoreditch, Marb!e Mason, 
the Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghuall sc. 
and Co, Lime st 

Pearson, William Thomas, and Jame: Ciapham Oliver, Rishop Anck- 
land, Durham, General Drapers. May 12 at 2 at 8, York st, Man- 
chester. Thornton, Bishop Auckland 

Percival, William Robert, Manchester, Book Keeper. 
the Wheat Sheaf Hotel, Fennell st, Manchester 

Powe!!, William Edwin, Darlaston, Stafford, Auctioneer. May 14 at 
at offices of Sheldon, Lower High st, Wednesbury 


Proffitt, William, Widnes, Lancashire, Brick Maker, 
Offices of banner aud Sun, North Joha st, Liverpool. 
cora 

Reynolds, Michell, Kilton st, Batterse1, no occupation. May 19 at 11 
at offices of Haigh, jun, King st, Cheapsids 

Richards, William, Cwmavon, Glamorgan, Bookseller. May 13 at 3 at 
offices of Tennant, Aberavon 

Richardson, Arthur, Barnsbury rd, Medical Practitioner. May 21 at 2 
at the Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st, Miller, King st, Cheap- 
side 

Richardson, Thomas, and John Wiliam Richardson, Gracechurch st, 
Engineers. May 28 at 1 at offices of Fletcher and Co, Moorgate st. 
Lewis and Co, Old Jewry 

Roberts, William, Coldhar bour lane, Camberwell, Clerk. May 18 at 2 
at offices of Halse and Co, Cheapside 

Rolph, Thomas, Upper Baker st, Lodging House Keeper. May 14 atie 
at offices of Sampson, Marylebone rd 

Rose, Samuel, jun, Birmingham, Tailor, May 14 at 10.30 at offices of 
East, Colmore row, Birmirgham 

Ryall, George Westby, S ford, Lancashire, Coal Merchant. May 25at 
3 at offices of Choriton, Brazennose st, Manchester 

Schofield, John, Manchester, Poultry Dealer. May 27 at 3 at offices of 
Mann, Cooper st, Manchester 

Shawyer, George Eldred, Cranford, Middlesex, Builder, May 19 at 3 at 
the Red Lion Inn, Hounslow. Garner 

Smith, James Henry Pope, Aylsham. Norfolk, Schoolmaster. May 18 
at 14 at offices of Chittock, Bank st, No:wich 

Snelson, Peter, Little Sutton, Cneshire, Road Surveyor. May 19 at 10,30 

May 14 at 12 at 


May 14 at 11 at offices 


May 14 at 2 at 
Nicholson 


May 17 at 3 at 


May 19 at2 at 
Linaker, Run- 





at the Hooton Hotel, Hooton. Churton, Chester 
Swainston, George, Sunderland, Durham, Shipbroker. 
offices of Moore, John st, Sunderland 
Thorpe, Frederick, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Watchmaker. May 19 atIt 
at 1, Dyott terrace, Tunbridge Wells. Burtoa 
Trotter, John Birt, Mitcheldean, Gloucester, Grocer, May 18 at 2 at 
offices of Whatley and Son, Mitcheldean 
Turner, William, Worcester, Tailur, May 14 at 11 at offices of Tree, 





st, W 

Walker, Alexander, Sunderland, Durham, Draper. May 14 at 12 at 
offices of Garbutt, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon-Tyze 

Warren, Reuben, Norwich, out of business. May 14at 12 at offices of 
Emerson and Sparrow, Rampant Horse st, Norwich — 

Webb, James Bonham, High Wycombe, Bucks, Chair Manufacturer. 
May 25 at 2 at 10, Castle st, High Wycombe. Wood and Hare, Bas- 
inghall st 

Wigley, Richard, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Innkeepar. May 15 at Ll at 
offites of Beddoe, Canon st, Aberdare i 

Willder, Stedman, Church st, Kensington. Draper’s Assistant. May 12 
at 1) at offices of Haigh, jun, King st, Cheapside 

Winchurst, Sophia, Liverpool, Ironmonger. May 18 at 3 at offices of 
Parkinson, Commerce court, Lord st, Liverpool 








UNERAL REFORM.— The exorbitant items 
of the Undertaker’s bill have long operated as an oppressive tax 
upon all classes of the community. With a view of applying aremedy 
to this serious evil the LONDON NECROPOLIS COMPANY, when 
opening their extensive cemetery at Woking, held themselves prepared 
to undertake the whole duties relating to interments at fixed and 
moderate scales of charge, from which survivors may choose according 
$o their means and the requirements of the case. ‘he Company also 
undertakes the conduct of Funerals to other cemeteries, and to all parts 
of the United Kingdom. A pamphlet containing full particulars may 
ive obtained, or will be forwarded, upon application to the Chiet Office, 2 
Lancaster-place Strand, W.C. 
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